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ABSTRACT 
  
The purpose of this grounded theory study was to explore the futures that school 
of education leaders envision for their institutions. American higher education institutions 
broadly, and schools of education specifically, face a complex of challenges to their 
traditional structures, processes, practices, value, and values. These challenges create a 
climate of uncertainty about the future of institutions that were built around assumptions 
of long-term operational stability. Leaders must evaluate what changes must be made and 
what legacies must be preserved in order to ensure that their institutions continue to 
thrive into the future. Therefore, it is important to understand the futures that school of 
education leaders envision, because these visions of the future will impact decisions 
made in the present. Current and recent deans from top fifty ranked schools of education 
in the United States were identified according to the US News & World Report 2016 
rankings. These schools were assigned to segments based on their ranking: 1–10, 11–20, 
21–30, 31–40, and 41–50. A public and a private school of education were selected from 
each segment and the deans were contacted for participation. Open response interviews 
guided by an initial interview protocol were conducted with participants by phone. After 
the completion of each interview, the audio recording was transcribed, coded, and an 
		 viii 
initial theory was generated. This theory was then presented to the next participant in the 
study for discussion. This process was repeated until theoretical data saturation was 
reached at the tenth interview. The theory of school of education futures that emerged 
from this process was The Adaptive School of Education. Deans described an institution 
that: engages in the organizational Activities of critique, creation, education, and 
communication; is, by its Design, embedded, engaged, diverse, sustainable, and governed 
by a federalist governance structure; will consider its Human Capital consisting of 
faculty, students, and staff as the source of innovation and stability; is undergirded by 
certain organizational Values; and is clear about its Value proposition for the public good, 
and the private good. These findings have several implications for higher education 
leadership and school of education leadership practice and inquiry. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In The Left Hand of Darkness (1969), a groundbreaking science fiction novel in 
its time, author Ursula K. Le Guin explains her understanding of the science fiction genre 
and offers insight into how her book should be approached. 
This book is not extrapolative. If you like you can read it, and a lot of other 
science fiction, as a thought-experiment. Let’s say (says Mary Shelley) that a 
young doctor creates a human being in his laboratory; let’s say (says Phillip K. 
Dick) that the Allies lost the second world war; let’s say this or that is such and 
so, and see what happens. […] The purpose of this thought-experiment, as the 
term was used by Schrodinger and other physicists, is not to predict the future – 
indeed Schrodinger’s most famous thought-experiment goes to show that the 
“future,” on the quantum level, cannot be predicted – but to describe reality, the 
present world. Science fiction is not predictive; it is descriptive. (p. 3) 
 
 Le Guin was one of the first science fiction writers to stress that her stories, set in 
the future, were really descriptions or depictions of our understanding of the present. 
Instead of a novel where prognostications of fantastical technological innovations are the 
focal point of the narrative, Le Guin delivers a pseudo-ethnographical work of a future 
and distant (and fictional) civilization; it is perhaps better classified as a work of social 
science fiction than that of science fiction.  
Le Guin’s point that the thought-experiments that drive science fiction do not 
predict the future but are instead used to describe various realities of the present has 
become the conventional understanding amongst science fiction writers and scholars. In 
an interview with Ray Bradbury in the Paris Review, Bradbury noted: 
Take Fahrenheit 451. You’re dealing with book burning, a very serious subject. 
[…] [You] put your story a few years into the future and you invent a fireman 
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who has been burning books instead of putting out fires – which is a grand idea in 
itself – and you start him on the adventure of discovering that maybe books 
shouldn’t be burned. He reads his first book. He falls in love. And then you send 
him out into the world to change his life. It’s a great suspense story, and locked 
into it is this great truth you want to tell without pontificating. 
 
I often use the metaphor of Perseus and the head of Medusa when I speak of 
science fiction. Instead of looking into the face of truth, you look over your 
shoulder into the bronze surface of a reflecting shield. Then you reach back with 
your sword and cut off the head of Medusa. Science fiction pretends to look into 
the future but it’s really looking at a reflection of what is already in front of us. 
(Weller, 2010) 
 
To be clear, this study is not a work of science fiction. However, like Le Guin and 
Bradbury’s descriptions of science fiction, this study was conceived as a thought 
experiment about the future. It is not predictive; it is descriptive. And it was designed to 
tell us something about what is already in front of us with regard to the American higher 
education system. This grounded theory study explores the socially constructed futures 
that leaders of top American schools of education envision for their respective 
institutions. 
Although the American higher education system remains the strongest national 
higher education system in the world, it faces myriad challenges to the traditional 
structures, processes, practices, value, and values that were among the original drivers of 
success for the franchise. These challenges are complex, they originate from multiple 
sources, and they are forcing institutional leaders to evaluate what changes must be made 
and what legacies need to be preserved in order to ensure that their institutions continue 
to thrive into the future.  
As already noted, this study focuses on the leaders of one particular academic and 
administrative unit within American higher education institutions; an academic unit that 
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faces a number of unique challenges and opportunities, schools of education. This study 
explores the futures that school of education deans envision for their academic and 
administrative units. Given the scale and complexity of the challenges and opportunities 
that face schools of education, the lack of research that focuses on school of education 
strategic futures, and an orientation towards description not prediction, a Grounded 
Theory methodology was selected as the most appropriate means for guiding the 
collection, analysis, and theory building procedures that ultimately resulted in a theory of 
school of education futures. 
This chapter presents a) the background to the topic, b) a statement of the 
problem, c) the research question that was explored, d) the plan that guided the inquiry, e) 
the significance of the study, f) the study’s limitations, and finally, g) a summary of the 
chapter.  
Additionally, this dissertation is organized as follows: Chapter one is an 
introduction to the study. Chapter two presents a discussion of the role of a literature 
review in a grounded theory study and a discussion of social construction theory as it 
relates to our understanding of the future in the context of this study. Chapter three is a 
detailed presentation of the grounded theory methodology and procedures that guided this 
study. Chapter four presents the findings that resulted from the data collection 
procedures, analysis, and theory generation processes detailed in chapter three. And 
finally, chapter five presents a summary of the study, discusses the findings, presents 
some of the implications for research and practice, and then suggests some potential 
directions for future studies. 
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Problem Statement 
 This study begins by acknowledging a paradox about the American higher 
education system. At a moment when the American higher education system, according 
to multiple indicators, is arguably the strongest national higher education system in the 
world, attracting top talent from around the globe, producing groundbreaking research, 
and educating many of the world’s future leaders, it is also facing considerable challenges 
and threats to many of the very structures, practices, value, and values that were 
instrumental in the development of the system. As Cole (2016) notes: 
By most reckonings, [the United States has] roughly 80 percent of the top twenty 
universities, 70 percent of the top 50, and 60 percent of the top 100. We win 
Nobel science and economics prizes and other internationally prestigious awards 
for scholarly and scientific achievements. Scholarship produced by our 
universities dominates most fields and has the greatest impact on discoveries in 
those disciplines. Because many of the brightest and most creative people in other 
nations want to attend them or work at them, they represent collectively perhaps 
the only American industry with a favorable balance of trade. (p. 1) 
 
There is a broad consensus amongst higher education researchers, policymakers, 
and practitioners that the American higher education system is facing significant 
challenges and may need to significantly change to meet those challenges (Keohane, 
2013). An unprecedented complex of challenges to the traditional structures, processes, 
practices, value, and values of American higher education currently confronts higher 
education institutions in America. The primary drivers of these challenges come from a 
changing social, economic, technological, and political context in which universities 
operate. Technological innovations (Flavin, 2016), demographic changes (Goldrick-Rab 
& Cook, 2011), increased globalization (Yudevich, Rumbley & Altbach, 2016), political 
polarization (Mumper et al., 2011), and changes in the “world of work” (Selingo, 2016) 
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are some of the forces that higher education researchers, policymakers, and 
administrators consider to be the major drivers of challenges to the status quo. 
Consequently, leaders at all levels of the higher education ecosystem have begun to 
consider what needs to be changed and what should remain in order to adapt their 
institutions to a new social, political, and economic context so that they continue to thrive 
deeper into the twenty-first century (Thelin, 2011).  
Within this context of change, rapid and continuous discovery, technological 
innovation, introduction of new business models, increased competition for students and 
research dollars, decreased state funding for public institutions, higher education 
institutions that were built around assumptions of operational stability that would exist 
over long periods of time are being called upon to reconsider many of these assumptions. 
Higher education leaders are exploring ways to guide their institutions through periods of 
uncertainty to a future that maintains or improves their excellence. A significant 
challenge for leaders in any sector is to develop a vision for the future of their institutions 
that addresses current volatility and leads towards stability in an uncertain environment. 
Leaders need a vision for how technology, increased competition for students, and new 
business models will change their institutions, and they need to have a vision for which 
aspects of their institutions should remain the same, so that they can lead their 
organizations effectively.  
 
Research Question 
 Research on higher education strategic futures presents an opportunity to have an 
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impact on higher education leadership in both the field of research and the field of 
practice. The aim of this study is to explore the expert opinion of school of education 
leaders with regard to their visions of the future for their respective institutions. 
Consequently, the research question that guided this study was the following: 
RQ: What are the strategic futures that leaders envision for their schools of 
education? 
 
Plan of Inquiry 
In order to properly achieve the goals of this study, the following plan of inquiry 
was developed in accordance with grounded theory methods (Charmaz, 2014; Charmaz, 
2016) and followed in order to accurately answer the research question guiding this 
study. A more detailed presentation of the methodology that guided this study is 
presented in chapter three. 
1. Expert participants, current deans of top fifty ranked schools of education in the 
United States, were identified and selected based on the criteria detailed in 
chapter three. 
2. Once participants were selected and agreed to participate, one-on-one open 
response interviews were conducted by phone. The goal of these interviews was 
to collect rich descriptive data that helped to answer the research question driving 
the inquiry. 
3. After the completion of each interview, the audio recording was transcribed, 
coded, and then an initial theory was developed from the data collected in the 
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interview. 
4. The emergent theory was then presented to the next participant during their 
interview. The participant was asked to respond to the ideas contained in the 
theory and to propose alternative ideas about the future of schools of education 
where there was disagreement with previous respondents. The audio recording of 
the interview was then transcribed and coded, and the resulting codes were then 
integrated into the emergent theory. 
5. This process of interview, constant comparison, and integration was continued 
until theoretical saturation was reached in interview number ten. 
A grounded theory study is begun by opening a line of inquiry and allowing the 
theory to emerge from the study of the phenomena of interest. Literature reviews in 
grounded theory research serve a different function than literature reviews in research 
that is organized around the testing of hypotheses. The function of a literature review in 
grounded theory is to locate both the researcher and the research in the appropriate 
historical and intellectual context (Charmaz, 2014). Research that is organized around 
hypothesis testing aims to formulate a “critical summary” of the previous research that 
engages the research question. Consequently, due to the different function of a literature 
review in a Grounded Theory study, the procedures for engaging with the extant literature 
are also different. Reporting on the existing literature in grounded theory research is 
completed as an interaction with the emergent theory during the data analysis process. 
After themes have emerged from the data, the researcher then turns to the literature as 
another source of data for comparison and discussion (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The 
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extant literature is essentially treated as another participant in the investigation and is 
used to illuminate the theories of the participants, not to determine them (Charmaz, 
2014). As Glaser and Strauss (1967) note: 
Grounded Theory’s dicta are a) do not do a literature review in the substantive 
area and related areas where the research is to be done, and b) when the grounded 
theory is nearly completed during the sorting and writing up, then the literature 
search in the substantive area can be accomplished and woven into the theory as 
more data for constant comparison. (p. 67) 
 
Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the interaction between the grounded theory and 
the literature that was conducted at the end of data collection, analysis, and theory 
generation will be presented in chapter five as part of the discussion. The literature 
review presented in chapter two will detail the social constructivist approach of this study 
and demonstrate why grounded theory was the appropriate method for the study of school 
of education futures. 
 
Significance 
 This investigation is significant for the fields of higher education leadership 
research and higher education leadership practice in several ways. First, the study focuses 
on both an academic and administrative unit, and an academic and administrative leader 
that are not featured in much of the higher education leadership literature, schools of 
education and school of education deans. Focusing on this integral part of the higher 
education institution helps to provide a significant contribution to the body of higher 
education research. Secondly, higher education institutions play a critical role in the 
American democracy, economy, and society. Providing a better understanding of the 
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futures that leaders are guiding their institutions towards is important. Finally, this study 
demonstrated the utility of grounded theory methods for developing theories of strategic 
futures that can inform current and future leadership practice. Additional studies will be 
able to compare the results of this study of experts to the visions of the future that other 
stakeholders have for the future of higher education.   
 
Limitations and Delimitations 
 This study was an exploration of expert opinion about the future of schools of 
education. It is limited to a study of leaders of schools of education and generalizations 
about the futures of higher education or education more broadly are outside of the scope 
of this study. Additionally, while the study examined the expert opinions of the leaders of 
both public and private schools of education, all of the institutions included in the study 
were ranked in the top fifty schools of education in the United States. Therefore, 
generalizations to schools of education that are ranked lower than the top fifty are also 
potentially outside the bounds of this study. Lastly, this study is not predictive. It is a 
descriptive study of opinions informed by the everyday experiences of school of 
education experts, specifically deans, about the future of their institutions. Although there 
is potential for many of these descriptions of the future to be realized, no attempts at 
understanding the likelihood of these descriptions becoming reality was attempted. A 
more extensive discussion of the limitations of this study will be presented in the final 
chapter, chapter five. 
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Summary 
 The present investigation was designed to explore the expert opinions of school of 
education leaders with regard to the strategic futures that they envision for their 
respective institutions. The aim of the study is not to predict the future but instead it is to 
understand the present descriptions of the future by experts in the field of school of 
education leadership. Participation in the study was limited to current and recent deans at 
top ranked schools of education in the United States according to US News and World 
Report 2016 rankings. In order to successfully achieve the aims of the study, a grounded 
theory methodology was utilized to generate a theory of school of education futures that 
emerged from the rich data collected from open response interviews with the expert 
participants. Chapter two will present a discussion of the theoretical construct that 
supports the use of grounded theory methods. Chapter three details the methods used to 
explore the line of inquiry opened for this study. Chapter four presents the theory that 
emerged from the data collection and analysis process. Lastly, chapter five presents a 
discussion of the findings that incorporates some of the extant literature in order to 
further locate the theory within the broader context of knowledge.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
As noted in chapter one, literature reviews in grounded theory research serve a 
different function than literature reviews in research organized around the testing of 
hypotheses. A grounded theory study begins by opening a line of inquiry to explore a 
phenomenon of interest, whereas hypothesis-testing studies begin through the 
formulation of a critical summary of previous research in order to locate gaps in the 
literature. The function of literature reviews in grounded theory studies are to locate both 
the researcher and the research in the appropriate contexts, historical and intellectual, in 
order to provide a deeper understanding of the phenomena under study as theory emerges 
from data collection and analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Charmaz, 2009; Charmaz, 
2014). 
Consequently, due to the different relationship between the investigation and the 
body of extant knowledge, the procedures for engaging with the literature are also 
different. Reporting on the existing literature in a grounded theory study is completed as 
an interaction with the data analysis process (Charmaz, 2014; Charmaz, 2016). After 
themes have emerged from the data, the researcher then turns to the literature as another 
source of data in order to compare and discuss the findings from the investigation. In a 
sense, the extant literature is treated as another participant in the study (Charmaz, 2014; 
Bogdan & Biklen, 2006). This relationship with the extant literature impacts the 
procedures of a grounded theory study. Glaser and Strauss (1967) are straightforward 
		
12 
with the procedures that should be followed in a traditional Grounded Theory study: 
Grounded Theory’s dicta are a) do not do a literature review in the substantive 
area and related areas where the research is to be done, and b) when the grounded 
theory is nearly completed during the sorting and writing up, then the literature 
search in the substantive area can be accomplished and woven into the theory as 
more data for constant comparison. (p. 67) 
 
 This study follows Glaser and Strauss’s original dicta as presented above. The 
decision to observe their original dicta has implications for this chapter and chapter five. 
What follows in this chapter is not a review of the literature designed to locate a gap in 
the extant body of knowledge that this study will address. Instead, this chapter will 
present a discussion of the theory that enables the exploration of strategic school of 
education futures by means of constructivist grounded theory methods. More specifically, 
this chapter will present a discussion of the social construction of knowledge as it relates 
to time and more specifically still, the future. It will provide the theoretical foundation 
needed to support a grounded theory approach for the exploration of expert opinions 
regarding school of education futures. It will establish a framework of understanding that 
supports the study of expert opinions about possible futures through a social 
constructivist lens. The interaction between the grounded theory that emerged during data 
collection, analysis, and theory generation processes and the extant literature will be 
presented in chapter five. 
 
The Social Construction of The Future 
 After reflecting upon the concept of time, early Christian theologian and 
philosopher St. Augustine of Hippo remarked, “If no one asks me, I know; but if any 
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person should require me to tell him, I cannot” (St. Augustine of Hippo, 1961, p. 294). St. 
Augustine’s comments point to a paradox with regard to time. All human beings 
experience time, from birth to death, and seem to have an implicit understanding and 
appreciation of what time is yet by and large struggle to explicitly articulate the details of 
something that governs our everyday lives. Zimbardo and Boyd (2008) suggested that the 
construct of time might be difficult for us to articulate, in part, because of its 
omnipresence. Time is the very “medium through which we live our lives” and is 
inseparable from our experiences of existence. “Just as fish may be unaware of the 
existence of the water in which they swim, most of us are unaware of the ceaselessly 
flowing time in which we live” (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008, p. 8).  
While Zimbardo and Boyd offer a welcome commonsense everyday interpretation 
of why the experience of time is difficult for us to articulate, physicists would take issue 
with their characterization of time as flowing. Although centuries of authors and thinkers 
have described the human experience of time in this manner, the flow of time is a sensory 
illusion (Davies, 1995; Dainton, 2012). Shakespeare, Newton, Darwin, and others 
described a time that was neatly divided into past, present, and future. Future events 
would pass into the present and ultimately flow into the past. However, with Einstein’s 
conception of spacetime in an expanding universe, the flow of time is not accountable in 
these models (Davies, 1995). Nevertheless, regardless of this point of fact with regard to 
time, the illusion of an animated “flow-like” passage of time that constitutes the way in 
which the physical world is given to us through our perceptual experience (Prosser, 
2016). In other words, the flow of time is a central feature of the human experience of 
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reality. Davies (1995) details the internal conflict that he experiences between his 
understanding of the universe as a physicist and his everyday experience of time as a 
human being: 
As a physicist, I am well aware of how much intuition can lead us astray… Yet, 
as a human being, I find it impossible to relinquish the sensation of a flowing time 
and moving present moment. It is something so basic to my experience of the 
world that I am repelled by the claim that it is only an illusion of misperception. It 
seems to me that there is an aspect of time of great significance that we have so 
far overlooked in our description of the physical universe. (p. 275) 
 
The focus of this study however is on the everyday experience of time. In their 
seminal work on the sociology of knowledge, The Social Construction of Reality, Berger 
and Luckmann (1966) argued that much of reality and knowledge is socially constructed. 
The foundational assumption of social construction theory is that phenomena are best 
understood as the products of social interactions (Barry, 2016). In other words, people do 
not develop an understanding of the world in isolation through the apprehension of 
physical facts; instead, they construct models of reality through interactions with other 
people, facticities, ideas, and objects. Time, they argued, can also be understood as a 
social construction. They noted that the everyday experiences of time are constrained and 
mediated through “interrelated levels of temporality” that include the universe, 
individual, and society.  
Regardless of whether we are cognizant of it or not, and regardless of whether we 
can articulate it or not, using the language of social construction, our everyday 
experiences of reality are mediated by the dimension of time. This is not simply because 
western culture is beholden to the clock, one socially constructed mechanism for the 
measurement of time passing, but instead, it is because our experience of time is mediated 
		
15 
by the particular laws of physics that govern our universe and our planet, the unique 
biology of our bodies, the individual psychology of our minds, and the socio-cultural 
contexts within which we live. The physics of our universe preserves an information 
asymmetry that only allows us knowledge of the past and present. Data from the future is 
not knowable to us in the present (Davies, 1995). The “biological clocks” of our bodies 
move us through various physical stages of our lives from birth, growth, maturation, 
decline, and death (Winfree, 2001). The psychology of our minds influences how we 
perceive the passage of time, whether we dwell on the past, live in the present, or think 
about the future, among others (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2008). The socio-cultural contexts 
within which we live help us to construct meaning around time. The weekend, holidays, 
lunch break, voting age: These are all social constructions of time with meanings that 
vary depending on the socio-cultural context within which one lives (Bluedorn, 2001). 
Consequently, our everyday experiences of time are mediated by our interactions within, 
between, and against those temporal constraints, the laws of physics, biological facts, 
psychological experiences, and cultural constructions.  
Berger and Luckmann (1966) present these constraints as the “temporal structure” 
that governs everyday life. They note that these structures reveal themselves in our 
everyday activities, and they are inseparable from our experiences of time because they 
mediate them. 
The temporal structure of everyday life confronts me as a facticity with which I 
must reckon, that is, with which I must try to synchronize my own projects. I 
encounter time in everyday reality as continuous and finite. All my existence in 
this world is continuously ordered by its time, is indeed enveloped by it. My own 
life is an episode of externally factitious stream of time. It was there before I was 
born and it will be there after I die. The knowledge of my inevitable death makes 
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this time finite for me. I have only a certain amount of time available for the 
realization of my projects, and the knowledge of this affects my attitude to these 
projects. Also, since I do not want to die, this knowledge injects an underlying 
anxiety into my projects. Thus I cannot endlessly repeat my participation in a 
sports event. I know that I am getting older. It may even be that this is the last 
occasion on which I have the chance to participate. My waiting will be anxious to 
the degree in which the finitude of time impinges upon the project. (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1966, p. 27) 
 
 They argue that these temporal structures or constraints are also internalized as an 
“intrinsic property of consciousness”. This is a concept that perhaps St. Augustine of 
Hippo would seem to agree with, based on the observation that was quoted earlier. The 
external constraints of time that reveal themselves in sequences of events from birth 
through death also impact our consciousness. In the language of Berger and Luckmann 
(1966), the time-sequenced external events that impact our everyday lives also impact us 
intrasubjectively.  
Temporality is an intrinsic property of consciousness. The stream of 
consciousness is always ordered temporally. It is possible to differentiate between 
different levels of this temporality as it is intrasubjectively available. Every 
individual is conscious of an inner flow of time, which in turn is founded on the 
physiological rhythms of the organism though it is not identical with these. […] 
[I]ntrasubjectivity in everyday life also has a temporal dimension. The world of 
everyday life has its own standard time, which is intersubjectivity available. This 
standard time may be understood as the intersection between cosmic time and its 
socially established calendar, based on the temporal sequences of nature, and 
inner time, in its aforementioned differentiations. There can never be full 
simultaneity between these various levels of temporality, as the experience of 
waiting indicates most clearly. Both my organism and my society impose upon, 
and upon my inner time, certain sequences of events that involve waiting. I may 
want to take part in a sports event, but I must wait for my bruised knee to heal. Or 
again, I must wait until certain papers are processed so that my qualification for 
the event may be officially established. It may be readily seen that the temporal 
structure of everyday life is exceedingly complex, because the different levels of 
empirically present temporality must be ongoingly correlated. (p. 26–27) 
 
 Lastly, Berger and Luckmann (1966) argue that social constructions of reality are 
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not limited to events or individuals that merely exist in the present. Instead, the past and 
the future are social constructions to which we relate or project ourselves, and those past 
and future constructions also impact the events of the present. Baumeister (2016) argued 
that it is necessary to understand that in a “literal, physical sense, only the present 
moment is real” (p. 134). Yet, the past and future, and the people, ideas, and objects that 
inhabit those temporalities impact the present. Berger and Luckmann (1966) note: 
My relations with others are not limited to consociates and contemporaries. I also 
relate to predecessors and successors, to those others who have preceded and will 
follow me in the encompassing history of my society. […] I relate to my 
predecessors through highly anonymous typifications – “my immigrant great-
grandparents,” and even more “the Founding Fathers”. My successors, for 
understandable reasons, are typified in an even more anonymous manner – “my 
children’s children,” or “future generations”. These typifications are substantively 
empty projections, almost completely devoid of individualized content, whereas 
the typifications of predecessors have at least some such content, albeit of a 
highly mythical sort. The anonymity of both of these sets of typifications, 
however, does not prevent their entering as elements into the reality of everyday 
life, sometimes in a very distinct way. After all, I may sacrifice my life in loyalty 
to the Founding Fathers – or, for that matter, on behalf of future generations. 
(Berger & Luckmann, 1967, pp. 33–34) 
 
 Regarding this observation that we relate and are therefore impacted in the present 
by our predecessors and successors, Baumeister (2016) notes, that “[t]he future is socially 
and culturally constructed, but nonetheless real” (p. 134). The impact of the future is felt 
in everyday life. For example, the visions that leaders and their teams construct for their 
products and their organizations impact events that occur in the present. “People can 
construct a shared understanding of the future and base their current actions on it, 
showing that a social construction (of tomorrow) can change physical reality (what one 
does today)” (Baumeister, 2016, p. 134). Therefore, socially constructed realities of the 
future can have a real impact on the present, and having a real impact on the present 
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raises the importance of understanding what those futures are. 
 Understanding that socially constructed futures can impact the present not only 
increases the importance of understanding those futures, it also as raises questions about 
how one should attempt to understand them. Slaughter (2002) notes that “behind the 
façade of everyday life is a host of structures, processes, and realities of fact that should 
not be overlooked” (p. 28). The implications of his statement mean that identifying and 
then understanding the perspectives of the individuals with knowledge of specific 
structures, processes, and realities as they relate to specific areas of interest becomes 
critical for understanding the socially constructed futures that might impact the present. 
Berger and Luckmann (1966) note that “[…] what is “real” to a Tibetan monk may not be 
“real” to an American businessman. The “knowledge” of the criminal differs from the 
“knowledge” of the criminologist” (p. 3). In other words, different individuals, embedded 
in different socio-cultural contexts will construct different realities, including the future. 
Therefore, one could expect that the knowledge of school of education futures for a dean 
of a school of education might differ from the knowledge of school of education futures 
for a professor, for example. 
 Explicitly acknowledging that different individuals within different socio-cultural 
or socio-technical contexts will have access to different “knowledge” and therefore 
possibly construct different futures, offers an approach to the future as emerging through 
the interactions of experts with networks of people, organizations, technologies, ideas, 
histories, disciplines, and facts. For people within organizations, thinking about the 
futures of their organizations enables the emergence of a future from an everyday 
		
19 
“administrative commonsense” (Ahlqvist & Rhisiart, 2015). Administrative 
commonsense refers to the organizational cultural norms that develop within specific 
organizations. It refers to the processes, procedures, regulations, histories, and futures 
that exist within an organization. Individuals within organizations will possess 
knowledge that others will not. It is on this foundation of social construction that this 
study was constructed. 
 
Summary 
 The universe within which we live, the biology of our bodies, the psychology of 
our minds, and the socio-cultural contexts we inhabit mediate our everyday experiences 
of time. The combination of all of those factors contributes to the ways in which we 
understand and experience time. We experience a flow of time where we have no 
“knowledge” of future facts as events beyond the social constructions of them. Yet, while 
we are unable to know the future in the same way that we can study points of fact about 
the past, we regularly construct futures through mediation with other people, ideas, 
objects, and facts. These social constructions of the future however are real. Social 
constructions of the future can impact decisions and activities that are made or completed 
in the present. Individuals embedded in different socio-cultural constructs possess 
different socially constructed knowledge. Consequently, individuals embedded within 
different socio-technical or different organizational constructs will be in possession of 
different socially constructed knowledge. Therefore, in relationship to this exploratory 
study, deans of schools of education with possession of specific knowledge about their 
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schools of education, the broader academy, and their leadership position means that they 
regularly construct visions of the future for their institutions. These visions of the future 
impact their institutions in the present. This study explored those visions.
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY	
 
The primary purpose of this investigation was to explore the futures that deans of 
schools of education envisioned for their institutions in the United States. As was 
discussed in chapter two, this investigation was approached from a social constructivist 
perspective with an individual’s understanding of “the future” being the present view of 
future possibilities as mediated by their everyday knowledge and experiences. In 
particular, this study assumed a socio-technical understanding of “futures” where an 
understanding of the “future” was assumed to be emergent through the mundane 
everyday interactions of socio-technical networks of humans, organizations, 
technologies, and infrastructures. Consequently, grounded theory methods were 
determined to be best suited for the exploration of this socially constructed knowledge. 
This chapter presents the detailed methodology that guided the study through data 
collection, analysis, and theory generation.   
 
Participants 
 This study explored the opinions of higher education experts regarding the futures 
of schools of education, in this case, the opinions of deans of schools of education. 
Consequently, it was critical to identify and recruit the appropriate experts that would 
facilitate the achievement of the stated goals. Therefore, participants were selected for the 
study, in accordance with grounded theory methodology (Charmaz, 2014), through the 
		
22 
employment of a purposive sampling procedure that offered the greatest opportunity to 
collect rich descriptive data that captured the breadth and depth of the leaders’ visions for 
the future. The identification and selection procedures that are detailed below were 
created in order to preserve approximately equal distribution of public and private 
institutions and to preserve approximately equal geographical distribution of institutions 
across the United States. 
 
Identification and Selection 
 The participants for this study were identified and selected based on their level of 
compliance with the following criteria: 
1. The participant is the current or recent dean of a school of education; 
2. The school of education is located within the United States; 
3. The school of education is included in the top fifty ranked schools of education in 
the United States according to the US News & World Report 2016 School of 
Education Rankings. 
The lists of institutions that met the criteria for inclusion in the study are presented below 
in table 1 and table 2. 
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Table 1. US News & World Report 2016 Top 50 Schools of Education in the US, 
1–25 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
1 Stanford University Private 
2 Harvard University Private 
2 Johns Hopkins University Private 
4 University of Wisconsin – Madison Public 
5 Vanderbilt University (Peabody) Private 
6 University of Pennsylvania Private 
7 Teachers College, Columbia University Private 
8 Northwestern University Private 
8 University of Washington Public 
10 University of Texas – Austin Public 
11 University of California – Los Angeles Public 
12 University of Michigan – Ann Arbor Private 
12 University of Oregon Public 
14 Arizona State University Public 
15 Michigan State University Public 
15 New York University (Steinhardt) Private 
15 University of Kansas Public 
18 Ohio State University Public 
18 University of California – Berkeley Public 
20 University of Minnesota – Twin Cities Public 
21 University of Southern California (Rossier) Private 
21 University of Virginia (Curry) Public 
23 Boston College (Lynch) Private 
23 University of Illinois –Urbana-Champaign Public 
25 University of California – Irvine  Public 
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Table 2. US News & World Report 2016 Top 50 Schools of Education in the US, 
26–50 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
26 University of Connecticut (Neag) Public 
26 University of Maryland – College Park Public 
28 Indiana University – Bloomington  Public 
28 University of Colorado – Boulder  Public 
30 University of Florida Public 
30 University of Pittsburgh Public 
30 Utah State University Public 
33 Virginia Commonwealth University Public 
34 University of Georgia Public 
35 University of Delaware Public 
35 University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill Public 
37 Florida State University Public 
37 Pennsylvania State University – University Park Public 
39 Texas A&M University – College Station Public 
39 University of Nebraska – Lincoln  Public 
41 University of Illinois – Chicago  Public 
42 Purdue University – West Lafayette Public 
42 University of Iowa Public 
42 University of Massachusetts – Amherst Public 
45 Boston University Private 
45 Fordham University Private 
45 George Washington University Private 
45 University of Missouri Public 
49 Lehigh University Private 
49 University of California – Santa Barbara (Gevitz) Public 
 
 Once the top fifty schools of education were identified, the schools were 
segmented into five groups according to their ranking, 1–10, 11–20, 21–30, 41–50. One 
important point to note is that because ties for position in the rankings are possible, it is 
possible that a segment could contain more or fewer than ten schools. The researcher 
chose to ensure that the rankings, 1–10 for example, were preserved within each of the 
five segments instead of preserving an equal distribution of ten schools per segment. 
Consequently, the following segments were generated from these procedures: 
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Table 3. US News and World Report US Schools of Education Ranked 1–10 in 2016 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
1 Stanford University Private 
2 Harvard University Private 
2 Johns Hopkins University Private 
4 University of Wisconsin – Madison Public 
5 Vanderbilt University (Peabody) Private 
6 University of Pennsylvania Private 
7 Teachers College, Columbia University Private 
8 Northwestern University Private 
8 University of Washington Public 
10 University of Texas – Austin Public 
 
 
Table 4. US News and World Report US Schools of Education Ranked 11–20 in 2016 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
11 University of California – Los Angeles Public 
12 University of Michigan – Ann Arbor Public 
12 University of Oregon Public 
14 Arizona State University Public 
15 Michigan State University Public 
15 New York University (Steinhardt) Private 
15 University of Kansas Public 
18 Ohio State University Public 
18 University of California – Berkeley Public 
20 University of Minnesota – Twin Cities Public 
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Table 5. US News and World Report US Schools of Education Ranked 21–30 in 2016 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
21 University of Southern California (Rossier) Private 
21 University of Virginia (Curry) Public 
23 Boston College (Lynch) Private 
23 University of Illinois –Urbana-Champaign Public 
25 University of California – Irvine  Public 
26 University of Connecticut (Neag) Public 
26 University of Maryland – College Park Public 
28 Indiana University – Bloomington  Public 
28 University of Colorado – Boulder  Public 
30 University of Florida Public 
30 University of Pittsburgh Public 
30 Utah State University Public 
 
 
Table 6. US News and World Report US Schools of Education Ranked 31–40 in 2016 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
33 Virginia Commonwealth University Public 
34 University of Georgia Public 
35 University of Delaware Public 
35 University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill Public 
37 Florida State University Public 
37 Pennsylvania State University – University Park Public 
39 Texas A&M University – College Station Public 
39 University of Nebraska – Lincoln  Public 
 
 
Table 7. US News and World Report US Schools of Education Ranked 41–50 in 2016 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
41 University of Illinois – Chicago  Public 
42 Purdue University – West Lafayette Public 
42 University of Iowa Public 
42 University of Massachusetts – Amherst Public 
45 Boston University Private 
45 Fordham University Private 
45 George Washington University Private 
45 University of Missouri Public 
49 Lehigh University Private 
49 University of California – Santa Barbara (Gevitz) Public 
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 Once the schools of education were segmented into the appropriate rankings 
groups, schools were identified and then segmented once more within each group 
according to their institutional type: public or private. After a school was identified and 
segmented as a public or private institution, selections of schools of education were made 
and their deans were identified via a Google search. There is one exception that was 
made to this process: the group of schools ranked 31–40 did not contain any private 
schools and therefore only public schools could be selected. 
One additional note about the selection process is that when an initially selected 
participant was unwilling or unable to participate, a participant from the pre-identified 
backup lists was selected. The remaining forty institutions and leaders that were not 
initially selected during the first identification and selection process, were then used to 
generate alternate lists according to the same selection procedures. An example of the 
initial list and an alternate list are presented in the tables below. It should be noted that 
these two tables simply illustrate the process and are not the final lists of institutions that 
were included in this study, as that would be a violation of participant anonymity. 
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Table 8. Example Group 1 Potential Participants List 
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
1–10 Vanderbilt University Private 
1–10 University of Wisconsin – Madison Public 
11–20 New York University Private 
11–20 Arizona State University Public 
21–30 University of Southern California  Private 
21–30 University of Pittsburgh Public 
31–40 University of Georgia Public 
31–40 Florida State University  Public 
41–50 George Washington University  Private 
41–50 University of California – Santa Barbara Public 
 
  
Table 9. Example Group 2 Potential Participants List  
 
Rank Institution Public or Private 
1–10 Johns Hopkins University Private 
1–10 University of Washington Public 
11–20 University of Michigan – Ann Arbor Public 
11–20 University of California – Berkeley Public 
21–30 Boston College Private 
21–30 University of Maryland – College Park Public 
31–40 University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill Public 
31–40 University of Nebraska Public 
41–50 Lehigh University  Private 
41–50 University of Missouri Public 
 
 
Data Collection and Analysis 
 The primary method of data collection for this study was open ended interviews 
designed to collect rich descriptive data. The interviews were designed to elicit responses 
that address the research question that drove the study: What are the strategic futures that 
school of education leaders envision for their institutions?  
 In order to properly answer this question through the collection of qualitative 
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data, a scenario was created to help frame the discussion. The scenario method has long 
been utilized in a variety of research (Beecroft & Schmidt, 2014; Vollmar, Ostermann, & 
Redaèlli, 2015) and strategic planning (Chermack, 2003) contexts where there were high 
degrees of complexity, and uncertainty (Cummings & Worley, 2001). Porter (1985) 
explains that scenarios are an “internally consistent view of what the future might turn 
out to be – not a forecast, but one possible future outcome”.  
  Some of the criticisms levied at scenario methods have unfairly done so by 
critiquing their utility as a forecasting or prediction method; scenarios have received 
criticism regarding the accuracy of their prognostications (Ringland & Schwartz, 1998). 
However, accurate prognostication is not the appropriate expectation for the outcomes of 
studies that utilize scenarios as components of their methods. Instead, scenarios produce a 
consistent narrative around a specific theme that can highlight an important principle or 
dimension and is empirically possible, but does not have to be probable (Becker, 1983; 
Dreborg, 2004). It is for those reasons that a scenario is an appropriate tool for this 
grounded theory study. 
 Participants in the study were asked to think about their institutions in the future. 
They were specifically asked to picture themselves in their offices ten years from now 
and to describe the institution that they would be leading. What did they accomplish in 
those ten years? What does their institution look like? Below is the interview protocol 
that was used to guide each of the expansive wide-ranging interviews with school of 
education leaders. 
  
		
30 
Table 10. Interview Guide 
 
Background  
I hoped we could first talk a little bit about your background.  
How long have you been Dean at [school name]? Have you served elsewhere as a Dean or 
Associate Dean? If so, where and for how long?  
What was your career path to become Dean? What was your area of expertise? What led 
you to pursue a leadership position? 
  
Present Oriented Questions  
Could you describe for me some of the greatest challenges and opportunities that currently 
face your school of education?  
 
Future Oriented Questions  
 
I’d like to switch the focus now, and ask you to think about the future of [school name]. I’d 
like you to specifically think about your school ten years from now.  
 
What has happened to [school name] during those ten years? In other words, what major 
challenges has [school name] faced? What major opportunities has [school name] taken 
advantage of?  
 
How do you envision the student experience in 2030? Please describe a day of learning for 
[school name]’s future students.  
 
What do they study? How do they study? What are the roles for which they are preparing ?  
 
How do you envision the faculty work experience in 2030? Please describe a day of work 
for a future faculty member at [school name].  
 
What does their job entail? How do they work? What will be expected of faculty members 
in 2030 at [school name]?  
 
How do you envision the administrative work experience in 2030? Please describe a day of 
work for a future administrator at [school name].  
 
What does their job entail? How do they work? What will be expected of the 
administrators in 2030?  
 
Is there anything else about the future of your school, and/or schools of education in 
general, that you think will be important in 2030 that we have not addressed?  
 
Thank you! 
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 In addition to presenting the participants with the scenario, the researcher asked 
questions that helped to focus and clarify responses. These follow up questions were 
related to: a) the student experience, b) the faculty experience, and c) the administrative 
experience. 
 A constant comparative method was used in order to develop concepts from the 
data by coding and analyzing at the same time (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). In short, the 
constant comparative method “combines systematic data collection, coding, and analysis 
with theoretical sampling in order to generate theory that is integrated, close to the data, 
and expressed in a form clear enough for further testing” (Conrad, Neumann, Haworth, & 
Scott, 1993, p. 280). 
 Glaser and Strauss (1967) detail four stages for the constant comparative 
methodology:  
1. Comparing incidents to each category; 
2. Integrating categories and their properties; 
3. Delimiting the theory; and 
4. Writing up the theory (p. 105) 
As Kolb (2014) notes, “Throughout the four stages of the constant comparative method, 
the researcher continually sorts through the data collection, analyzes and codes the 
information, and reinforces theory generation through the process of theoretical 
sampling” (p. 83). In practical terms, data collection and analysis occur until data 
saturation is achieved. 
 In the grounded theory approach, the researcher attempts to analyze the data to 
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develop a theoretical interpretation of the knowledge that was acquired (Kvale & 
Brickmann, 2008). Data saturation occurs when the researcher is no longer receiving 
information that has not previously been noted (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). During the 
onset of data saturation, the researcher begins to obtain a better understanding of which 
directions to pursue throughout the analysis (Bogdan & Biklen, 2006).  
Data collection and analysis occurred simultaneously throughout the duration of 
the study. This investigation interviewed deans and incorporated that data into the theory 
generation. An interview was conducted, transcribed, coded, analyzed, and a theory was 
generated. That theory then became part of the interview guide for the next interview. 
Participants were asked to comment on the emergent theory and detail where they agreed 
or disagreed. Interviews were conducted until theoretical saturation was reached. 
 
Ethical Concerns 
 The primary ethical concern for this study was participant anonymity. The 
participants in the study are experts in their respective fields and leaders of high profile 
institutions. Their inclusion in the study was based largely on their positions as leaders of 
top schools of education in the United States. The participants’ leadership positions and 
profiles, as well as the unique characteristics of their respective institutions could 
potentially make them more easily identifiable than is normally the case in a study of 
individuals with a lower public profile. Therefore, in order to address the concern 
regarding participant anonymity that was raised during a study of high profile experts, 
several additional safeguards were implemented in order to ensure that participants’ 
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individual responses were not easily traceable back to the individual who delivered them. 
 All participants were assigned a unique identification number on a master list that 
was used as the sole identifier on all stored data documents. Appendix D presents an 
example of the participant information sheet that served as the master document for 
participant information. All documents containing participant responses simply listed the 
unique identification number and not the name of the participant. Additionally, all 
institutional names mentioned during interviews by participants were changed to a 
nonspecific pronoun or general noun where possible. For example, a specific institutional 
name would be changed from Vanderbilt Peabody School of Education to A top ten 
graduate school of education. Lastly, although no additional safeguards were needed 
during the study, the researcher was ready to create additional safeguards if any other 
issues were raised during data collection and analysis that might jeopardize the 
preservation of participant anonymity.  
 
About the Researcher 
 Charmaz (2014) details the important role that the researcher plays in a Grounded 
Theory study and the need for the researcher to acknowledge and express the experiences 
and biases that he or she brings into the study. Therefore, this section briefly presents 
relevant experiences and orientations with regard to the problem that this study addresses. 
I am deeply curious about issues related to university leadership, the impact of 
technology on existing institutions, creativity, language, and science fiction. I gravitate 
towards interdisciplinary topics, problems, and solutions. 
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In my career thus far, I have walked the line between the worlds of business and 
academics. I have been a teacher, researcher, administrator, adjunct instructor, 
management consultant, and entrepreneur. I have inhabited two fairly distinct worlds, 
academia and business, with different cultures, languages, and goals. Although there is 
certainly overlap, for the most part, I have had to learn how to code switch between these 
fields based upon the needs of the appropriate audience and goals of the endeavor with 
which I was involved. These experiences have made me more culturally sensitive or 
cognizant of some of my own intellectual biases with regard to higher education and 
education issues. Being aware of assumptions and biases is a critical step in the 
completion of quality grounded theory research. 
At the heart of it, this dissertation was conceived as an opportunity to encourage 
leaders of schools of education to think about and articulate the future of their institutions 
in the way that science fiction authors think about and articulate their visions of the 
future. Science fiction authors are largely tethered to the realities of science and 
technology and they alternately imagine what possible, probable, and preferable futures 
could look like. In other words, the goal is to have leaders, based upon their knowledge, 
experiences, and intuition, describe an image of the future of their institutions during a 
time when the present is volatile, and the future is uncertain. Science fiction author Ray 
Bradbury commented in an interview with the Paris Review, that when most people are 
asked to think about the future, they simply see more of the same. They project the 
present into the future. During a period characterized by constant, rapid, technological 
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innovation, and challenges to the values, value, and structures of their institutions, what is 
the future that school of education deans envision? 	  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
FINDINGS 
 
 
 This study explored the visions of the future that leaders of the top fifty-ranked 
schools of education in the United States have for their respective institutions. This 
chapter presents the findings that emerged from the grounded theory data collection and 
analysis procedures detailed in chapter three that were followed in order to answer the 
research question that guided this study. What follows is an introduction to the theory of 
school of education futures that emerged during the study: The Adaptive School of 
Education. 
 The vision of the future that emerged was one that was characterized by the key 
constructs of change and adaptation. The deans of schools of education spoke of the need 
for their institutions to change in deliberate ways. What emerged was the picture of a 
school of education that would change by its very design; in other words, an institution 
that is organized to understand its environment, shape its environment, and be shaped by 
it, emerged from the data. They described an institution that engages in specific 
organizational Activities. These activities include the acts of critique or deconstruction, 
creation or construction, education, and communication.  They described an institution 
that is, by its Design, embedded, engaged, diverse, sustainable, and governed by a system 
that is in a constant tension between distribution and centralization of authority. It is an 
institution that will still consider its Human Capital, consisting of faculty, students, and 
staff, as the key driver of and barrier to innovation. It is an institution that is undergirded 
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by certain universal Values. Lastly, the institution that emerged is one that is clear about 
its Value proposition; it is clear about the public good it generates at the local, state, 
regional, federal, and international levels, and it is clear about the private good it 
generates for individuals. 
The remainder of this chapter presents in detail these findings and includes 
examples, where relevant, from the supporting data. First, I present the key category of 
the Adaptive School of Education and explain how this category emerged from the data as 
well as detailing some of the support for it as the overarching category. The rest of the 
chapter is devoted to the articulation of each of the dimensions of the adaptive school of 
education as understood by the participants: Activities, Design, Human Capital, Values, 
and Value. Each of those dimensions consists of sub-dimensions that will also be 
articulated in detail. Table 11 presents all of the components of the theory of school of 
education futures in one visualization. Lastly, a summary will recap the major findings 
that emerged. 
 
Table 11. The Adaptive School of Education 
 
 
Activities 
 
Design 
 
Human Capital 
 
Values 
 
Value 
 
Critique 
 
Embedded 
 
Faculty 
 
Diversity 
 
Public 
Create Engaged Students Academic Freedom Private 
Educate Diverse Staff Equal Opportunity  
Communicate Sustainable    
  Federalist Governance 
 
   
 
 
		
38 
The Adaptive School of Education 
 The leaders of schools of education interviewed for this study consistently used 
the language and imagery of change, adaptation, and innovation with regard to the 
present and the possible futures for their respective institutions. Significant change 
between the present and the future was treated as a basic underlying assumption during 
all of the interviews. In other words, there was near complete agreement that the future 
for schools of education will look much different from the present.  
Participants explained this imperative for change in broadly similar ways. 
Regardless of institutional type or geographic location, school of education deans 
generally agreed on the various drivers of change for the higher education system, and for 
schools of education more specifically. They cited declining enrollments in traditionally 
successful programs, declining public financial support at the state level for public 
institutions, broad attacks on the public and private value propositions of higher 
education, greater competition for both students and research funding, and the persistence 
of, or inability to solve, some of the “grand challenges” that continue to afflict the 
education system broadly. The cumulative effect of these challenges is to create an 
imperative for organizational change, where there is less certainty about what the future 
looks like, except that it will not look like the present. 
While each of those specific points were not universally discussed in detail by all 
of the deans interviewed for this study, there was no disagreement with regard to the 
imperative for change, and that the broader context within which schools of education 
operate was universally acknowledged as driving the need for that change. As a dean 
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from a leading private university in the northeastern United States noted:  
In Biology 101, they told you that when a species is in an environment and [is] 
well adapted, [and] then the environment changes dramatically, the species has 
only three choices: they can adapt, migrate, or die. […] I think that’s what’s been 
happening to ed schools. The environment is changing dramatically around them. 
And so we can die; some ed schools will die. And we can migrate; but where can 
we go? And so there’s really only one choice, we have to adapt. […] So that 
means that we have to start doing something different to fit into this new 
ecosystem that we find ourselves in. […] The ecosystem is changing rapidly so 
it’s not clear what it’s going to be in ten years. But I think that everybody’s got to 
adapt in order to continue. […] I think that even places that do a really good job, 
like my people produce really high quality programs, are going to have to change. 
 
In the words of this dean, the environmental context within which schools of 
education now find themselves has dramatically changed. Regardless of how well an 
institution was adapted to that previous ecosystem, they are now living in a different one. 
If they did not already adapt, then they are presently maladapted to the environment that 
they now find themselves in. Additionally, in his choice of using the word adaptation, he 
refers to a process that is continuous. Although other deans chose different words in their 
descriptions of organizational change, they also described or agreed with these 
descriptions of continuous change. 
There needs to be a clarification made here. When deans universally described a 
future for their institutions that they believed would require their institutions to change 
many of the activities, design, and orientations of their institutions in order to be better 
aligned with a new environmental context, they were not advocating for wholesale 
change for the sake of change. Instead, they described the need for their organizations to 
determine what should remain and what should change. Additionally, while the amount 
of change required and the urgency in which change was needed varied from participant 
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to participant, the futures that were described still presented an institution that was in the 
regular “business of change”. In other words, “change” was agreed to be a constant for 
future schools of education and therefore the institutions themselves must incorporate 
change and responsiveness into the visions for the future. 
In short, the theory that emerged from this investigation is of a school of 
education of the future that is an adaptive institution, responsive to changes in the 
environmental context, built for and focused on humans, retains its core values, and 
continues to deepen and confirm the value that they contribute to individuals and society. 
The following sections of this chapter continue to explain in greater detail all of the 
dimensions to this theory of an adaptive school of education future. 
 
Activities 
 One dimension of the theory of school of education futures, Adaptive Schools of 
Education, which emerged from the data, became clearly centered on the future work of 
schools of education, or the activities that would fall under or within the confines of this 
particular academic unit. What emerged gradually over the course of the data collection 
and analysis process was a dimension of the theory of school of education futures that 
articulated the specific types of activities in which schools of education of the future 
would engage: critique, creation, education, and communication. The following sections 
will provide greater detail about these dimensions of the theory and evidence from the 
data. 
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Critique 
 There was universal agreement that one of the activities that future schools of 
education will engage in concerns the deconstruction or critique of human growth and 
development, broadly defined, which includes relevant research, policies, programs, and 
products. Participants said that faculty at schools of education should continue their 
activities related to the deconstruction of the knowledge produced by education 
researchers, policy makers and advocates, educational programs, and learning related 
products. They described this activity of critique or deconstruction as one of the most 
fundamental activities that a school of education currently engages in and they insisted 
that it is a critical function that is needed in the future too. 
 However, while there was recognition of the important and necessary role that 
critique should play as an activity of future schools of education, it was also universally 
described as insufficient. Or, in the words of school of education deans who were 
themselves critical of this role, the potentially outsized role that the act of deconstruction 
has played within the academy broadly, and schools of education specifically in the 
present and past. As one dean described it: 
The other thing I think is important for schools of education to come to grips with 
is that we cannot continue to survive by being the deconstructors that we are. We 
are so good at deconstructing things. We are so good at pointing to the ills and 
issues with everything. We are not good at the constructing part. So we either 
need to start saying if you admired the problem, you deconstructed the issue, now 
go do something about it. Be a constructor, so we can require of everybody, or 
we’re going to have two kinds of folks. We’re going to have the constructors and 
we’re going to have the deconstructors. Right now I think schools of education 
are disproportionately full with deconstructors. We are quick to point out all of 
the problems with the curriculum, all of the problems with the policy, all the 
problems going on, but very little in terms of “here’s how we’re going to fix it.” 
Because somehow we’ve been rewarding the critique and the deconstruction, 
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which is an incredibly important first step. No question about it. I’m not 
devaluing that. We don’t engage in the second thing. All we do is “here is the 
problem”. And a scientist, or an engineer, or a computer scientist, or a teacher, or 
an historian, or an ecologist says you can fix it this way. And we wait for the fix 
to come and then deconstruct it again so we can say how it is. So that is another 
thing that is incredibly important. I think the future is for us to become more 
relevant by being part of the construction, the design, the building, as opposed to 
just pointing. 
 
 While the description of critique as “just pointing” appears to disparage the act of 
critique, its intended use was more to highlight that this dean believed that there had been 
an overemphasis on the act of deconstruction and not enough emphasis on the act of 
creation. Other deans agreed with this sentiment. The narrative that we are left with, with 
regard to critique, is one where schools of education of the future are engaged in the 
criticism of research, policy, programs, and products as both an act unto itself and as a 
necessary first step in the creation of research, policy, programs, and products, which will 
be presented next. 
 
Create 
 As was expressed in the above section on the role of critique, critique was 
depicted as a necessary but insufficient activity for the schools of education of the future. 
The act of creation or construction emerged from the data as an area of activity upon 
which schools of education specifically, and the academy more broadly, would need to 
place a greater emphasis in the future. Deans described the “creation” function of future 
schools of education as focusing on two primary areas: the creation of new knowledge 
through various basic, applied, and policy research production activities; and 
entrepreneurship in the areas of education or human growth and development related 
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programs, and education or human growth and development related products. 
 
Knowledge Production 
 The deans spoke at length about the vital role that research universities will and 
should play in the production of new knowledge in the future. For some of the 
participants, this knowledge production function had not been a focus of their institutions 
historically. They believed that it was now their priority to greatly expand this knowledge 
production function in the future. For other deans, the knowledge production apparatus at 
their universities was well established and this was one area where they did not need to 
encourage or greatly change the present functioning. However, regardless of the 
perceived past and present states of the school of education’s knowledge production 
activities, a clear area of agreement was that knowledge production would play a central 
role in the future of schools of education. As one dean at a mid-Atlantic private school of 
education described: 
Yeah, I hope that on our short list of national, international, and cosmological 
problems to solve, that we can play a useful role in preserving and extending the 
idea that production of knowledge, even when it is not directly and obviously 
connected to a specific program or practice, that that matters. 
 
But bottom line I would say yeah, the world of education research, and I still have 
this, I hope this is not a naïve view, sometimes I think it’s hanging from a thread, 
that seriously good objective empirical partisan free knowledge production plays 
a very significant role in our civilization even if you can’t find a direct instant 
application of a finding to some real-world situation. 
 
 As that dean noted, and others concurred, in a world increasingly awash in 
information, future schools of education would have faculty who would critique the 
information out in the world, as described in the previous section, then they would 
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produce the objective, empirical knowledge that would contribute to the fields of 
research, practice, and policy. Additionally, unlike other acts of creation, e.g., 
entrepreneurship, which will be described shortly, knowledge production is already 
rewarded by the current higher education system. This means, that unlike some other acts 
of creation, the reward or incentive infrastructure for the production of new knowledge 
already exists. 
 
Entrepreneurship 
 The narrative that deans told with regard to the act of creation or construction 
featured the development and delivery of new education related programs and products. 
Deans spoke of the need to include these entrepreneurial activities within the scope of 
their institutions in the future. The definition of entrepreneurship used here is broader 
than some of the traditional Schumpeterian definitions that focus more exclusively on 
entrepreneurship as strictly an act of new business creation. New business creation was 
discussed, including the need to build the necessary relationships and infrastructure 
required to aid faculty and students in that specific activity. However, what emerged was 
a definition of entrepreneurship that more closely resembles the contemporary emphasis 
on the acts of creation and delivery of new products and new services, regardless of 
whether or not the product or service was contained within a new organizational shell 
with profit motives.   
The entrepreneurial activities that the deans described included the creation of 
new education programs for undergraduate, graduate, and ongoing professional 
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development students. The creation of new programs was explained as accomplishing 
several objectives. As one dean at a public school of education in the mid-Atlantic region 
explained: 
We got several [new programs] being developed by our faculty for example. 
Curriculum can be entrepreneurial. […] New programs could be entrepreneurial, 
like designing a program that will help, that will give a certificate for teachers 
who want to become, want to teach in blended learning environments. And so you 
know just think about how we got to attract clients more than we used to with our 
enrollments falling a little bit, not as much as some of the other institutions, [we 
need to] be more competitive, and exciting, and entrepreneurial. I really have 
been saying that for about five or six years… and people listen to me a little bit.   
 
 New programs for this dean, allow the school to explore new learning modalities, 
new content areas, and potentially find new students to teach. As another dean at a 
different mid Atlantic public institution noted, the creation of new programs allows the 
school of education the opportunity to look beyond the traditional role of teacher training 
that many, but certainly not all, schools of education in the United States have served. It 
should be noted here that many of the top ranked schools of education in the United 
States have been organized around education and human growth and development 
domains that extend more broadly to other functions than explicitly the activities of 
teaching and leadership in the K–12 system. That dean explained: 
But my message to you throughout this is that schools of education of the future 
are about more than, more than teacher education. More than educator preparation 
because schools of education not only prepare teachers, they prepare school 
psychologists, they prepare school counselors, they prepare school principals, 
superintendents, and that educator preparation […] seems incredibly important, 
but that’s only one part of what schools of education of the future have to and 
need to do. 
 
  That dean, like others, went on to explain that new educational programs in other 
domains that potentially utilize additional learning modalities, and result in other types of 
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degrees or certifications would need to be created in order to meet the changing demands 
of the new environment that schools of education find themselves in. An example of this 
comes from a dean at a private school of education on the west coast. This dean stressed 
that the school of education needed to create programs that were more closely aligned to 
the demands of the technology industry. The dean explained that the school of education 
should be involved in the training of the next generation of data scientists that are 
interested in the specific challenges related to education. “These are both the people who 
need to play around with rows and columns of data in superintendents’ offices. But 
they’re also people playing around with the data collected from learning related websites 
and apps.” Data science is a field that has traditionally been associated with computer 
science schools and departments. Launching a new program such as data science 
continues this widening of the “gaze of schools of education”, as one dean put it, beyond 
the narrow roles of the traditionally defined K–12 system. 
An additional area of entrepreneurship that was discussed concerned the creation 
or construction of new learning products. The specific topic of creating new products was 
raised early in the data collection process by a relatively new dean at a research intensive, 
mid-Atlantic, public school of education. The dean detailed a vision for a school of 
education engaged in the creation of new learning products by first discussing a 
perceived over-emphasis of the academy on rewarding the act of critique and an under-
emphasis on the work of creating new products.  
I’ll give you an example, so while at [a large public research institution in the 
Midwest], I kept telling people I’m sick and tired that technology in Math 
education is governed by what the next Texas Instruments [calculator] is coming 
out. Because Texas Instruments is interested in selling the next calculator, and if 
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you’ve taught math, you haven’t even figured out what the current calculator 
does, let alone how the next one relates to teaching and learning. We launched an 
initiative at [the same Midwestern university] [that focused on science education 
and design] and the idea was that we need to be engaged in the production of 
learning technology rather than the adaptation of technologies that are built for 
profit or entertainment or built for other reasons than teaching and learning.  
 
 A dean at a private school of education in the western U.S. had a slightly different 
viewpoint when explaining the reasons for more involvement by his or her school of 
education in the private sector. The dean explained that technology companies approach 
him or her and the school of education faculty with educational products that are nearly 
finished and almost ready to go to market. What these companies look for when they 
approach the school of education is for an expert to evaluate the product and tell them 
that they have a high quality educational product. It is a way for educational technology 
companies to differentiate their product in the marketplace, raising their prestige level 
through an affiliation with a top school of education.  
However, the dean explained that what he or she and the faculty have realized 
over time is that there would be a much more efficient and beneficial relationship that 
could be developed between the industry and the institution if the school of education 
were involved with these companies and products from a much earlier stage in the 
development process. The dean noted that he or she had to tell one educational 
technology company that “[i]f you had come to me sooner, when you were just starting 
out, I could’ve saved you lots of time and money and you wouldn’t have made these 
avoidable mistakes.” In other words, involvement in the creation of educational products 
not only prevents teachers and schools of education from being passively beholden to the 
curricula generated by companies with different motives than the school of education, as 
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the dean at the public school of education located in the mid-Atlantic region noted, it also 
could result in better designed learning products in the market.  
 
Educate 
 The deans spoke about how the future of their schools of education would 
continue to focus on educating students in addition to the continued involvement in the 
activities of critique and the new, at some institutions, or heightened, at others, focus on 
the creation of new knowledge, programs, and products. It could be argued that it is not 
particularly revelatory that school of education leaders believe that their institutions will 
continue to educate students, however, it is not only important to note how school of 
education deans believe their institutions will change, it is also important to note how 
they will remain the same. This does not mean that deans believe that the education 
function will remain static however. Looking back to their discussion of the creation of 
new and different learning modalities, programs, and credentials in their quest to train 
new and different types of students, one is able to see how this education function is 
envisioned differently. 
 Some deans noted that the modes of educational delivery will continue to change 
into the future. What emerged from the data was a narrative that described future schools 
of education delivering educational programs and services in online formats, hybrid 
formats, executive models, traditional face-to-face formats, and they also suggested the 
likely possibility that they would be delivering courses in new modalities that are yet to 
be created.  
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 One particular point of interest was that in all of the discussion about new online 
and other technology product driven modalities for the delivery of educational services, 
there was a discussion about the need to reassert the value of physical space. In other 
words that with the rise of various delivery methods and further developments in 
communications technologies, the ability to work and study at a distance is increased. Yet 
those capabilities now create an opportunity to rediscover the value and purpose of face-
to-face interactions. Some of the deans stressed that what also should be accounted for is 
how a refocusing of attention on the value of location-based, real-time interaction in a 
physical space might change. How might physical spaces mediate or moderate those 
interactions? What designs would be needed? What technologies would be used? A dean 
from a public school of education in the Mid-Atlantic explained: 
We even think about this in terms of space planning for new buildings in 
classrooms. Because if the orientation is to have someone in front of the room 
lecturing and everybody’s going to be taking notes, then you have very different 
space needs than if the orientation is that instructors are curators of information in 
which they are helping students make sense of different kinds of artifacts, and I 
use that term in the broadest sense. Different kinds of artifacts injected with other 
theories and points of practice for them to think about, but in our field it is equally 
important that, and I would say others, but at least in education that’s what I 
know, it’s very important to help our students learn how to curate information for 
others, just as it’s important for us to do for them. Which doesn’t mean that 
everybody is sitting in a desk taking notes seriously, it means that people are 
engaging with the work, they are engaging with the topics, they are looking at 
different artifacts that bring to bear on how to teach child development for 
instance, and then what does that mean in terms of students really understanding 
child development and how child development is a central part of understanding 
how to teach, understanding how to lead schools, understanding how to work with 
children and counseling and psychology situations. [So, I see in the future] that 
we have expanded and rearranged our own classroom space so that we have far 
more laboratory space [for that kind of] teaching and learning. 
 
 If the physical space is being reconsidered to better understand how to maximize 
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its impact on learning and collaboration, the same reconsideration is being advocated 
with regard to the online modalities that were discussed earlier. As a dean from a mid-
Western public institution noted, if the future of education is more online content and 
delivery, then schools of education need to be influencing its development and delivery. 
“Have you ever watched an instructional video on [a leading open access educational 
technology company’s] website? It’s terrible. If that’s the future of education we’re in 
trouble.” The point he was making was simply that if education is increasingly going to 
be taking place online, then schools of education should be involved in ensuring that 
those learning resources are of high quality.  
In short, the narrative that emerged from the discussion of “education” as an 
activity for future schools of education centers on the issue of quality. Regardless of 
where the educational activities take place, online or face-to-face, the new programmatic 
or content areas that they focus on, or the new and different types of students that they 
deliver educational programs to, quality should be the focus, and schools of education 
should lead.   
 
Communicate 
 “Communication” as a dimension of this theory of school of education futures 
only emerged later in the investigation. What emerged over the course of data collection 
and analysis were several different themes that were related to each other, but it was not 
immediately clear exactly how they were related. As the analysis evolved, the importance 
of communication emerged as an activity that future schools of education will engage in, 
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because of the various ways that school of education deans talked about a need to deliver 
messages about the work that schools of education do to various constituencies. What 
emerged was a dimension I decided to call “communication” that consists of two primary 
sub-dimensions: advocacy and translation.  
 
Advocate 
A narrative developed throughout the course of the study that consisted of several 
different components all bound by the same principle of communication with a 
constituency or stakeholder for the purpose of influence. Deans, themselves, coined this 
type of communication, advocacy. They spoke about several different stakeholders that 
they believed schools of education needed to advocate to, and they spoke about several 
different thematic areas in which they needed to influence those stakeholders.  
Several deans spoke of the need to advocate on behalf of their schools of 
education within their broader university context. They spoke of the need to advocate or 
“sell” other parts of their own universities on their specific areas of expertise in teaching, 
learning, learning technologies, and so forth. For some deans however, advocating on 
behalf of their school of education to the rest of the university was not something they 
believed they needed to do. They explained that they already felt they had the respect and 
support of the institution within which they were located. Additionally, they explained 
that other deans already turned to them for assistance or collaboration in their areas of 
expertise. However, in all cases, deans believed that communication within and across 
their own university setting is simply a good practice that must continue to be an activity 
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of schools of education of the future.  
 Deans also spoke of the role that they believed that future schools of education 
should play in political advocacy with regard to local, state, and federal policy. The 
theory that emerged with regard to this advocacy role is largely consistent with themes 
that will be discussed later in this chapter concerning values. Deans spoke of the need for 
their faculty to become more involved in informing policy at the local, state, and federal 
levels. However, they were also cautious in the way that they described institutional 
support for these activities.  
A dean at a private western school of education argued that a school of education 
should not take a hard policy position on anything other than foundational principles like 
diversity or academic freedom. “If our school of education takes a position against a 
neoliberal argument for educational services [for example], and I have a professor who’s 
body of work argues for such an understanding, and he’s up for tenure, we have a 
problem.” In other words, this dean argued that the official position of the institution 
could potentially become contrary to one of its faculty member’s research on a specific 
point of policy. Therefore, he, and several other deans, described a future school of 
education where the faculty should feel free, in fact be encouraged, to advocate for 
specific policy positions, however a school of education should reserve its advocacy 
efforts to broader, more fundamental positions, that deal with issues such as equality, 
access, or academic freedom. 
 A dean at a private mid-Atlantic school of education made a complementary 
point, that a school of education should consider its knowledge production function as 
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being in service of the development of policy. That is, rigorous non-partisan empirical 
educational research should be conducted and utilized in order to inform the officials who 
craft policies. Furthermore, he argued, a non-partisan, empirical based stance should 
additionally be an advocacy position of future schools of education. This was not a 
universally acknowledged point of agreement for all deans within this study, however 
there was strong support from a number of other deans. For example, a dean at a public 
institution in the Midwest, explained how politically active he or she had been prior to 
accepting the deanship, endorsing candidates, campaigning on behalf of people and 
policy. However, once he or she became dean that practice was discontinued for fear of 
labeling the activities of the school of education as strictly partisan. The dean explained 
that the goal was to have the school of education be viewed as nonpartisan and as being 
in the service of good policy. 
 Lastly, an additional component to the advocacy narrative concerns the need to 
advocate for the public and private value of higher education. Please notice that Value is 
also listed as an entirely separate dimension from this sub-dimension of Activities, and it 
is detailed below. However, advocacy on behalf of the value of higher education is 
mentioned here too. Deans spoke of a general “attack on higher education” concerning 
the value generated as a public good and as a private good. One dean at a public 
institution in the Midwest explained it like this: “We’re at a point where public education 
has become a partisan position.” In this dean’s opinion, and in the opinions expressed by 
several other deans in this study, the view that public education is an integral component 
of the American democracy has in some places become a partisan position. A dean at a 
		
54 
private school of education in the mid-Atlantic region described it this way:  
We've just been grappling with this in our school, here, and many schools are 
grappling with this because, at least from my standpoint, what's one of the most 
hazardous things that we’re coping with right now is the hostile attitude toward 
institutions of higher education, which is derived from all kinds of ideological and 
other instincts, but if in the assault on higher education we within those 
institutions lose sight of one of our most important ethical and intellectual 
advantages or idiosyncrasies, it is the commitment to free and open expression.  
 
 In other words, one of the activities of schools of education of the future will be to 
continue to advocate on behalf of the value, public and private, that schools of education 
specifically, but universities more broadly, generate.   
 
Translate 
 Another component to this particular section of the framework concerns what 
several deans referred to as “translation”. They described a vision of the future for 
schools of education that included more communication activities that involved 
explaining or translating highly technical knowledge to various stakeholders that might 
influence the application of that knowledge to areas of practice.  
I also think that when it comes to educating the populace, one of the key roles for 
us it is to basically […] translate. […] One of our key roles is to translate basic 
research into [practice]. […] There's a lot of good basic research in neuroscience, 
and in psychology that still needs to [be] translated. How do we get that out into 
the field so that we can actually use it? So one of the things I think is really 
important is our role […] in terms of both educating and translating [research]. 
 
 This activity of translation, or “turning research into practice”, was a view that 
was consistently expressed by several other deans. The translation activities that were 
described by participants were primarily directed at influencing educational practice 
through the communication of the latest research findings in basic and applied sciences in 
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order to either explain or demonstrate how these findings can or should influence the 
daily work of education professionals. Essentially, the goal of this communication 
activity is to ensure that the knowledge that is produced is communicated to those who 
create or implement programs, products, and policy. 
 
Summary of Activities 
The narrative that emerged from the data collection, analysis, and theory 
generation process produced a theory of school of education futures that included specific 
activities in which deans think that the schools of education of the future will engage. 
They described schools of education that will be engaged in the activities of critique, 
creation, education, and communication. The next section in this chapter will detail the 
organizational design that deans of schools of education described regarding the future of 
schools of education. 
 
Design 
The second dimension of the theory of school of education futures, Adaptive 
Schools of Education, that emerged from the data clearly centered on the design or 
organizational structure that would facilitate the activities of future schools of education 
that were described in the previous section. What emerged over the course of the data 
collection and analysis process was a dimension of this grounded theory of school of 
education futures that articulated the specific design or organizational elements of the 
future school of education. The deans interviewed for this investigation theorized that the 
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schools of education of the future will be embedded, engaged, diverse, sustainable, and 
governed by a federalist structure. The following sections will provide greater detail 
about these dimensions of the theory and also provide evidence that emerged from the 
data. 
 
Embedded 
 One of the first narratives that emerged regarding the design of schools of 
education of the future concerned the idea of embeddedness. Deans spoke about the need 
to close the distance between their institutions and the various communities or 
constituencies that they were interested in serving. Deans argued that being embedded in 
the communities or constituencies of interest accomplished a number of different goals 
for them.  
One of the components of the narrative included providing greater access to the 
communities, populations, industries, or organizations that faculty wanted to study. Being 
embedded in a specific context would provide greater access to the key stakeholders, 
exposure to problems or issues that might otherwise go unnoticed, and access to data that 
might be otherwise difficult to obtain. In other words, deans described a future school of 
education where the faculty had greater ability to understand and study the problems 
within their communities of interest. 
 Deans noted that if a school of education is embedded in the contexts that they 
care about and start researching the problems of those contexts, a natural next step would 
be to develop solutions to solve those problems. Active engagement is the next part of 
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this theory and it will be articulated in greater detail in the next section. However, the 
point here is that part of the argument for being embedded in the contexts of interest is 
that it would lead to easier access for engagement.  
Another argument that emerged with regard to the embeddedness of schools of 
education of the future, was that having schools of education embedded in the contexts of 
interest, can change the focus of the faculty to include some activities that ultimately lead 
to addressing the needs of the local communities. It was argued that deeper 
embeddedness can have the effect of changing the focus or orientation of faculty to 
include immediate needs or demands of the context. A dean at a mid-Atlantic public 
university described the impact that a deep partnership for training school leaders has had 
on his or her school of education: 
We are now looked at as the key point for so many things that the university 
wants to do out in the [local school district]. As a result I think we’ve learned 
more about, I mean [the local school district] is only one of the [districts] we work 
with regularly. We’ve learned more about how to go about working with counties 
and not saying “we have a project we want to do in your school, instead, we ask 
how we can help you get done what you need to get done”. And we’ve been fairly 
successful in working with faculty to get that attitude so that they can collaborate 
more with the schools. But I think that you’ve got to really think about your 
clientele, and really go to them more than you’re used to. 
 
In other words being embedded in the communities you hope to serve requires a 
change in orientation by faculty and administrators, but the rewards for research and for 
new educational programming opportunities would readily present themselves. In the 
case of the mid-Atlantic public university dean, the result of embedding in the local 
school district has been a dramatic increase in the number of doctoral candidates in a new 
practitioner oriented leadership and policy doctoral program.  
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 Another dean at a southern public school of education talked about the added 
benefits of embedding within the communities that schools of education are interested in 
serving.  
[We are surrounded by communities] with really high need schools. And they are 
predominantly minority. And so one of the things that, this is a direction that 
we’ve really been developing over the last couple of years, is figuring out ways 
that we can partner with these [districts]. […] They are vastly different from 
[district to district]. In terms of the resources they have, and the needs they have. 
[…] So you got this very interesting set of needs. So we’ve been working to build 
trust, because that’s one of the things that’s really hard to do in these [districts]. 
They’re like, “Why should we care if you come in here? If you just come in here 
and you don’t know what our problems are?” So it’s a long process, and you have 
to build the trust to say look, we want to work with you, we don’t want to come in 
and say that we can solve all of your problems. No, we can’t do that. But we have 
things to offer, and you have things you can offer us. You can help us understand 
the nature of your problems, and then we can figure out some research projects 
that can help to solve some of those problems. 
 
In other words, the act of being located in the context or industries that schools of 
education want to serve can alter the focus of the school of education. That dean from a 
southern public school of education added that the approach to embedding in the 
surrounding areas led to research projects and new educational programs that the 
leadership team and faculty members had never anticipated but were thrilled to have been 
able to launch. 
 Several deans also described a future for schools of education where not only 
faculty would be embedded in the contexts of interest, but they also described a future 
where students would be embedded in the contexts in which they would eventually work. 
An example of this type of embeddedness was proposed by the dean of a public school of 
education in the western United States. This dean described a future where students and 
faculty are completely embedded in the communities that they want to serve. He or she 
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described a system that would expand the school of education’s purview beyond the 
schools and into the communities so that his or her institution’s students would gain a 
larger appreciation of the contextual challenges of the communities that they want to 
serve. Another dean at a private school of education in the northeast described a vision of 
embeddedness for the future of his or her institution this way: 
One of the things that other institutions are further along with than we are, but 
we’re working on aggressively, is to run teacher preparation cohorts in the 
community. Go to where the client is essentially. I think it's really important to do 
that. And we [will be] out in the communities with robust cohorts of students who 
actually only have to walk three blocks from their school to go to the school in 
their community that is actually housing our programs. 
 
All deans in the study did not share the vision of being completely embedded in the 
communities that schools of education serve that was described by those two deans. Their 
visions detail a degree of embeddedness that is perhaps more advanced than what was 
advocated by others. However, there was unanimous support for the idea that schools of 
education in the future will have less separation between them and their contexts of 
interest. 
 The dean of a private school of education in the western United States stressed the 
relationship between the embeddedness of his or her school of education and the impact 
on students and the institution differently from the other deans in the study. This dean’s 
narrative focused on creating a closer relationship with the technology industry. The dean 
spoke of students as the primary driver of innovation, unlike the rest of the dean’s 
colleagues; a point that will be elaborated later in the discussion of the human capital 
dimension of the theory. This dean argued that his or her school of education needed a 
closer relationship with the technology industry because placements in industry for his or 
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her students would ensure a closer relationship and drive program and research 
innovations. The dean did not provide any specific methods for achieving a closer 
relationship, he or she simply expressed an interest in being closer to the technology 
industry. 
 The primary finding remains, however, that all of the deans interviewed for this 
study either explicitly raised the issue of embeddedness in communities of particular 
interest on their own or they agreed that embeddedness is important for future schools of 
education after the issue was raised by the interviewer during the interview. The deans 
stressed that the primary reasons that embedding schools of education in the particular 
contexts of interest benefit their academic programs, faculty research, student 
experiences, and help them make a greater impact on industry. 
 
Engaged 
 The decision whether to consider the “engagement” finding as a part of the same 
theme as the “embedded” finding was a difficult one to make. Ultimately, I decided that 
embeddedness and engagement, although clearly related, were two distinct concepts. An 
entity can technically be embedded in something and not be engaged. It is also possible 
for an entity to be engaged with something or someone and not be embedded in the 
context. An example makes this distinction clearer. A school of education could 
theoretically be engaged with the problems of a school system without being embedded 
in their context. Such a school of education might be working with the district on a data 
analysis or system design problem of practice without being involved in the 
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implementation of the solution. It is also possible for a school of education to be 
embedded in a school by delivering direct services such as a youth development program 
or literacy training for teachers, but not formally engaged with the designing of the 
system to address the challenges of positive youth development. The latter is a common 
relationship between schools of education and the districts in which they reside. Such a 
school of education may do their clinical education within a school as a way to prepare 
their pre-service educators without engaging the school in its approach to teaching and 
learning or the socio-emotional development of its students. One of the findings of this 
investigation is that there is a meaningful distinction between embeddedness and 
engagement and therefore these two findings should be discussed separately. 
 The deans in this investigation discussed engagement in several different ways. 
The first included engagement with and across the broader university. At some of the 
institutions that the deans led, there was less collaboration or broader university support 
and interest than at other institutions. A dean at a private west coast school of education 
talked about how cross-school, interdisciplinary collaboration was “a part of [the 
university’s] DNA”. Whereas deans at two mid-Atlantic public schools of education, two 
northeastern private schools of education, and two mid-western public schools of 
education all spoke about the need for greater collaboration with other parts of the 
university. A dean at a mid-western public institution shared: 
One of the things that I would add to the educate, because I certainly see us doing 
this here, and I think it's an important role particularly for a graduate school of 
education, is we’re doing a great deal of educating of our fellow faculty across the 
University. And when issues about educating at the undergraduate level or in the 
business school or in the law school come to the fore, I feel as Dean it's important 
for me to basically say look if you want to know how to educate people, how to 
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educate them equitably, and educate them well, you know that's the stuff of my 
faculty. That's what we do. And, in fact our faculty have been very engaged in 
educating other faculty in the University. I think that could be a key role for a 
graduate school of education. Who better to know how to educate than us?  
 
 Additionally, deans spoke about the benefits of being engaged with the external 
communities that they hoped to serve. A dean at a public school of education in the South 
talked about how engagement built trust between his or her institution and the 
surrounding districts and that the benefit has been greater cooperation for research 
projects and a greater impact on the public education system. 
If you look at where [our city] is. [It is not an enormous city] and we are 
surrounded by rural counties. I would call [our county] more of a suburban style 
county, we have maybe 300,000 people in the county. So it's not urban but it's not 
too rural either. But we are surrounded by rural communities. With really high 
need schools. And they are predominantly minority. And so one of the things that, 
this is a direction that we've really been developing over the last couple of years, 
is figuring out ways that we can partner with these counties. In [our state] there's 
another thing that is kind of unique. Each county is its own school district. So we 
have 67 counties, we have 67 school districts. And so they are vastly different 
from county to county. In terms of the resources that they have, and the needs that 
they have, [there are] some really strange ones. Anything that surrounds the 
coastal region, you got really expensive homes and houses right along the coast, 
and then just a little bit inland, like around [a particular city] area it becomes very 
rural, very quickly. So you’ve got this very interesting set of needs. So we've been 
working to build trust, because that's one of the things that's really hard to do in 
these rural counties. They’re like why should we care if you come in here. If you 
just come in here and you don't know what our problems are. So it's a long 
process, and you have to build the trust to say look, we want to work with you. 
[…] We have things we can offer you. And we think you have things you can 
offer us. You can help us understand the nature of your problems, and then we 
can figure out some research projects that can help to solve some of those 
problems.  
 
Additionally, the added benefit of that engagement work, as in the case of the 
dean above, is that the school of education becomes the gateway to the local communities 
for other schools and colleges within the broader university. A dean at a private school of 
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education in the northeast explained the benefits of his or her school of education’s 
engagement in this way: 
And I would say we also […] play a role in helping the rest of our university 
interface with schools as institutions and children and families. So, for instance 
our law school is running clinics in [our city] with families, around rights as 
undocumented residents and they are rights to education for their children and so 
forth. The place, the one institution, that is everywhere is the school. And so the 
best place for them to do that is in the schools, and we're the ones that can get 
them into the schools, because we’re connected to the schools. 
 
In other words, the deeper embeddedness and increased engagement with the school 
system positioned that dean’s school of education as a valuable resource to other schools 
within the broader university.  
All of the deans in the study agreed that the future for schools of education will 
include greater engagement with the contexts within which they are more deeply 
embedded. As noted in the examples in the previous section, the deans described the 
benefits of deeper embeddedness as largely being related to the closer proximity to the 
populations, issues, and contexts of interest. The closer proximity to the populations, 
issues, and contexts of interest, enabled by deeper embeddedness, provides greater 
opportunity for increased engagement with those communities and contexts of interest. 
This embeddedness and engagement will allow future schools of education to better 
understand the real world problems of those contexts and address them.  
 
Diverse 
 Diversity was a topic that was addressed by each of the participants in this study. 
All of the deans interviewed for this study told a narrative about the need for schools of 
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education of the future to be more diverse in multiple senses of the word. They described 
an institution that is, by design, diverse. They described an institution that hires a more 
diverse faculty and staff, and enrolls a more diverse student body in terms of background, 
culture, ethnicity, race, language, socio-economic status, philosophical orientation, 
academic background, and more. Diversity is included in the design dimension of the 
school of education of the future because over the course of the study, it became clear 
that deans were not simply describing a future school of education that considers 
diversity a value, although diversity was described as a fundamental value and will be 
presented later in this chapter. Diversity was also described as an intentional and integral 
component of the school of education of the future. 
A dean at a private school of education in the northeastern United States noted, 
“If you throw different people into the conversation, your conversation is going to 
change.” This dean further explained:   
I sit in [a major city in the northeast]. Diversity is, I mean you’ve got to be 
focused on diversity or you should not be working here. When I say this, I mean 
that in the fullest sense of the word. Ideas are popping in [this city], and if we 
want to be a player in [this city], we need to have ideas popping too. 
 
What this dean suggests is that diversity is an institutional strength and that new ideas 
come from diverse perspectives, experiences, backgrounds, and cultures. If schools of 
education must change to adapt to a new environment, and that environment is itself 
continuously changing and increasingly competitive, diversity will be a critical 
organizational feature required for schools of education to continuously create new ideas. 
The participants in the study did describe specific types of diversity that future 
schools of education would require. In the narratives they provided, there were 
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discussions of gender equity: 
The other challenge that I faced going in, well this isn’t really part of the 
challenge, but it is part of the context. I’m the first woman dean of this college. 
[…] We have a very long history, but we had never had a woman dean before. I 
was actually the first woman hired in my department. So it had a history. It was 
thirty men and me when I first came to [this school]. So it was interesting. 
 
Deans discussed the benefits of increasing racial diversity: 
 
[I hope in the future that] we’re populating the doctoral pipeline with minorities, 
first time in college, African-American men. That, I would hope that we could 
eventually train a workforce that […] is more ethnically and racially diverse, 
more than we are That we are, the go to place for African-American kids who 
want to be teachers, who want to work in schools. 
 
For the institutions with religious affiliations, there was talk of the need for diversity 
across belief and nonbelief systems:  
Just because we are a [religious] institution doesn’t mean that you have to be [this 
religion] to work here. The university is very upfront on trying to recruit a variety 
of people from a variety of religions and non-faith traditions to come to the 
institution. 
 
Deans unanimously spoke of bringing “new people into the conversation”, in 
other words a more diverse faculty and student body across multiple dimensions and that 
this will create the opportunity for new and different solutions to different problems.  
However, many of the deans also acknowledged that increased diversity also 
requires an increased commitment towards understanding the complexity of the issues 
around diversity. In other words, it is also providing education and training experiences 
for everybody who comes through a school of education; simply increasing diversity does 
not mean that everything suddenly works well on its own. As a dean at a public school of 
education in the mid-Atlantic region of the United States noted: 
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I’ve been in this business a long time. I’ve watched the entire revolution of this 
whole social justice [movement], and looking at diversity, I think we just try to 
find too simple of answers. I think we really need to dig into the complexity. I 
worry that our students don’t have the depth of understanding they need when 
they walk out into these very diverse schools. We still have all of these white 
women in our program and I think that they need some extra care and handling to 
be able to understand some of these issues.  
  
In short, deans of schools of education explained that schools of education will be 
more diverse, that diversity is a competitive advantage, and that greater diversity will 
require a more active and deliberate approach to supporting and educating all faculty, 
staff, and students in matters related to a more diverse environment. However, the 
benefits of increasing the diversity of faculty, students, and staff across all multiple 
dimensions were unanimously considered to be a key component to the future strength of 
the institution. 
 
Sustainable 
 The primary reason that financial sustainability is presented within the 
organizational design section of this framework and not within the activities section is 
because the topic of financial sustainability was described as an issue that would need to 
be considered across all activities and was not presented as a primary activity of the 
organization. In other words, revenue seeking was not presented as an activity in its own 
right, but instead it was discussed as a consideration for all new and existing activities. 
The point that was made repeatedly was a focus on economic viability not revenue 
seeking activity. A dean at a public school of education in the mid-Atlantic described it 
this way: 
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Our cash cow is dying […]. And it’s amazing, so when I came to this school there 
are those who are still waiting for it to come back. And that whole discussion of 
lifelong, lifewide and the relevance of education to all aspects of teaching and 
learning in all contexts is the preamble for us to have the need to offer more and 
more programs. […] We’re trying to assert that the expertise that we have is 
relevant to other aspects of life and other applied fields. And so, in some ways 
this could be understood as, if, they lost their funding stream. And so teacher ed, 
and now they’re looking to just bring in money. But in another way, we know 
this, this total reliance on teacher education had created really tenuous situations 
for schools and colleges of education. So typically they would have a program in 
teacher ed which would bring in all the money, and then everybody else just takes 
the money and uses that for other things. They used it to support historians and 
philosophers and policymakers and quantitative research experts and statisticians, 
and psychologists and that created for a horrible tension inside – of course that 
might be an over generalization – some places didn’t function that way, but by 
and large that’s how they functioned. And so then that created a cash cow, or 
producers and consumers within schools and colleges of education, which created 
really hard. I think the message now is that everyone has to show that they have 
something in the game. In terms of producing so that they can share in the 
consuming. So, that’s the economics of it, but I think it’s more deeper than that. I 
think that it’s more to the fact that we’re relevant across the life and across the 
institution.  
 
 This concern for financial viability was largely consistent throughout the 
interviews. With the exception of one private school of education dean on the west coast, 
all deans spoke of pressures for increasing the financial sustainability of their institutions. 
There were multiple reasons cited for the added financial pressures. Many of those 
reasons were previously discussed, however, for tuition driven institutions, some 
programs with traditionally high enrollments have experienced declines. Additionally, 
deans at public institutions described both declining enrollments and declining public 
funding. Regardless of the causes cited for the increase and the amount of financial 
pressure felt by the institution, all of the deans in the study described similar stories about 
financial sustainability. As a dean at a private school of education in the northeast noted: 
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So that means that we are having to be more creative, more entrepreneurial about 
ways that we can generate money, to get the resources that faculty need to do the 
job that they want to do. And [we need the money] to support our students.  
  
 Many of these more creative, more entrepreneurial ways to generate revenue were 
already presented in the sections on new programs and products. However, what should 
simply be noted here is that deans talked about following these types of new 
opportunities because of two reasons: making an impact on the problems and 
communities of interest, and because they also provided the opportunity to be more 
financially sustainable.  
An additional part of the narrative for the financial viability of future schools of 
education concerned fundraising or development activities. Fundraising activities were 
discussed by many deans as still being a critical part of school of education operations in 
the future. When a fundraising operation works well, the story is like this: 
One thing about [my university] that is great, is we’ve got a really huge alumni 
base. We have 44,000 alumni from the school of education. And we’ve had a 
tradition of very successful fundraising from donors. […] We’ve really been 
helped a lot by donors. We also have a lot of really wealthy donors. Many of 
whom are very unhappy with the fact that the state does not contribute in as much 
as they would like the state to. But it also means that my job, as dean, as I’m sure 
you’re hearing from other deans, is a very different job than it was to be dean ten 
to fifteen years ago. I probably spend 30% of my time fundraising. Now that’s 
part of what’s happening, all public institutions are in our kind of stressful 
financial models. 
 
In other words, deans like the one above, believe that fundraising will continue to be a 
significant source of revenue for schools of education into the future.  
With public institutions, there is a general agreement that the decline in state 
funding for higher education is not going to be returned to the previous higher levels of 
funding in the future. The primary reason that this was cited was because, in large part, a 
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decrease in state taxes is a popular position. According to several deans, keeping the state 
contribution levels to higher education lower has bi-partisan support in their states. 
Therefore, fundraising, research grants, and other revenue producing activities will 
continue to be an important part of the financial model for schools of education into the 
future while an ability to rely on public funding will not. As one dean at a public school 
of education in the Mid-Atlantic said: 
We know we’re not going to get any more state money, and if we want to do 
additional things besides our grant money, we need to have new revenue streams. 
So, our EdD is one of those new revenue streams. We have other new revenue 
streams that we’ve developed over the last few years, and that’s one of them. 
 
 Revenue was described in terms of ensuring the financial viability of the 
institution, not as an activity in its own right. By design, schools of education of the 
future will ensure that all activities that it engages in are financially sustainable. 
 
Governance 
 Another part of the narrative about the future of schools of education that 
emerged during conversations with deans concerned the issue of the future governance, 
or decision-making, of schools of education. A dean at a public mid-western school of 
education presented the issue in this way: 
We’ve always been a faculty-governed institution. There is no public institution in 
the country where faculty have more real power than here. […] It’s a real strength 
and also a real challenge. Because if you’ve got to run things through a very 
democratic process, which I think is good and why I like being here, it also means 
that you can’t respond quickly. […] So, one of the things that we’re wrestling 
with right now is a kind of federalism question. How much power should be in the 
departments? […] And how authority do you want to put in the center? I think 
that virtually all institutions of higher education, whether private or public, has 
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this federalism problem. What should be centrally done? What should be done in 
the departments and units? 
 
This question of school of education governance, how much consolidated 
authority should rest in the dean’s office and how much distribution of authority should 
be given to the faculty was one that was not definitively answered during this study. A 
universally applicable arrangement or ratio was not provided. However, the same dean 
that raised this as a question of governance for future schools of education, also had this 
to say about what the potential solution is for this governance tension: “So you know, the 
real answer is, different strokes for different folks. It’s never all of one and none of the 
other.” In other words, the question of the right governance mix is one that will have 
different answers for different schools of education around the United States. It is at its 
heart a question of federalism, or a question of how power or decision-making authority 
is distributed throughout an organization. There are advantages and disadvantages to both 
increased centralization, and there are advantages and disadvantages to a more distributed 
decision-making structure. 
As several deans noted, the advantages to a distributed or diffused governance 
structure means that faculty continue to have the autonomy in their work needed to be 
independent thinkers and explorers in their areas of education research. However, deans 
freely acknowledged that there is an underlying pressure for certain decisions to be made 
that would require faster organizational movement. At public institutions deans spoke 
more of consensus building, for the most part because without faculty agreement, major 
initiatives cannot be passed. Deans at private institutions spoke of the fact that in many 
cases they could simply order what they wanted to have done, done. As one dean at a 
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west coast private school of education described the situation, “It’s more like [ancient] 
Palestine. Each faculty member has their own territory, their own principality. They can 
make decisions all they want within their territory. But, I’m the king. I can overrule 
them.” Although that dean altered the metaphor, he or she still identified and addressed 
the same governance challenge that was raised and agreed to by the other deans in the 
study; it is still a question of how much authority should be distributed out amongst the 
faculty, and how much should be centralized in the department heads and in the dean’s 
office.  
The findings from this study indicate that deans believe that a federalist structure 
would provide a reasonable balance between distributed (or collaborative) leadership and 
centralized authority. They believe that this is especially true within a school of education 
that is seeking to be responsive to the demands of the contexts within which it resides 
while still supporting the faculty whose research, teaching and service work are the 
agents of the schools engagement and embeddedness. As one dean described it, this is the 
classic “Goldilocks issue”. Schools of education must continuously find the right balance 
between centralized and distributed decision-making authority, and this continuous work 
of finding the right balance will be a central feature and challenge for future of schools of 
education.  
 
Summary of Design 
The schools of education of the future that were described by deans were detailed 
as being intentionally embedded, engaged, diverse, financially sustainable, and governed 
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by a federalist structure of governance. The design of future schools of education detailed 
in the previous section is structured to facilitate the future activities of schools of 
education of the future that were described earlier, critique, creation, education, and 
communication. 
 
Human Capital 
 The topic of human capital was featured in much of the discussion with deans 
throughout the study. In this section, human capital refers to the individuals who will be 
working within and for the future schools of education described by the deans. The deans 
detailed future schools of education that are, as they are now, human centered in their 
focus. They described institutions that will be designed to address the issues related to the 
growth, development, and education of human beings, as outlined earlier. Furthermore, in 
order for a future school of education to successfully engage in those activities and 
address those issues, they described a vision for the humans that will work within and for 
the future schools of education. The findings presented here focus on the narratives that 
emerged regarding the roles that humans will play within these institutions. 
 
Faculty 
 In the schools of education of the future that deans described in this study the 
faculty were presented as assuming the central role for the organization. The narrative 
that emerged about faculty in schools of education of the future however is a complex 
one. Deans described faculty as continuing to play a central role in the institutions of the 
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future. These deans described faculty as the central figures most responsible for either 
propelling an institution forward by driving innovation, or holding it back by blocking it. 
The activities described earlier in this chapter will largely be carried out or supervised by 
faculty. They are the producers of new knowledge, instructors of academic programs, and 
leaders of entrepreneurial activities for the school.  In short, to drive the mission of a 
school of education forward in a meaningful way will demand the active participation of 
the faculty in all the activities associated with the future schools of education.   
A topic that could also be addressed in the narrative about diversity was also 
raised here within the discussion on faculty as drivers of change. The benefits of diversity 
have already been presented earlier this chapter. However, diversity was a key 
component of the discussion regarding the human capital of future schools of education. 
The story that deans told about faculty members was that it was important the 
composition of the faculty be diverse across a wide number of key dimensions or 
characteristics. A dean at a public mid-Atlantic school of education described the 
importance of faculty diversity this way:   
I think of building the future [with faculty hires]. When I came in as department 
head, I believe we had something like sixteen or seventeen full professors. We 
had probably a dozen, if not more, associate professors and we had two assistant 
professors; one was moving up to associate and the other failed promotion. So, I 
came into a department that was top-heavy, that in effect had zero assistant 
professors. What this usually means is no future for that department. And in the 
sixteen years I was there, […] as a department, we churned through eleven 
assistant professors. […] Four years later I think we were instead of sixteen or 
seventeen, we were probably at twelve full [professors]. We had four retirements, 
and we moved from virtually zero to about six or seven assistant professors who 
were at the cutting edge of their disciplines in their fields. And so by changing the 
[distribution] of ranks, and by setting, hopefully, processes and policies and 
values that will continue in the future, you feel that maybe this organization is put 
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on a different path to continue to do the kind of service, research, teaching, the 
kind of work that is consistent with the mission of the organization. 
 
Another dean made a similar point about getting the right mix of youth and experience 
and the impact that that can have on the institution. 
And so, I find, because you know in ten years, I’ve probably hired 50% of the 
faculty in the college at least. It’s a young faculty, so many of them come in ready 
to do some creative things. And I see perhaps more of the experienced faculty, 
that is I see the younger faculty have been more trained to do innovation. They 
come in talking innovation and entrepreneurship. […] Boy they are a savvy 
group. […] Those that are just now getting turned out, they seem to be a little 
more willing to think interdisciplinarily, innovative, entrepreneurial.  
 
A discussion of the faculty for future schools of education also led to discussions 
of the future of tenure. The issue of tenure was one where there was little agreement other 
than it will continue to exist in some institutions. The dean of a western private school of 
education commented that tenure would not be touched at his or her institution, and this 
was a sentiment that was shared by many others, even if they then listed grievances 
regarding the drawbacks of the tenure system. There was only one dean who offered a 
vision of a different type of employment structure for school of education faculty in the 
future. A dean at private school of education in the northeast talked about a desire to 
modify the tenure system. This dean acknowledged that tenure was created to preserve 
academic freedom, however, in this dean’s view it is drastically inhibited his or her 
ability to adapt his or her institution to a very different and very competitive education 
marketplace environment. That is, this dean argued that tenure was a contributing factor 
in making his or her institution less responsive to changes in the educational context 
within which the institution operates and the communities that it serves. 
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Yeah, I think that, and it’s difficult because of the employment structure in higher 
education. The gold standard is still tenure professorship. Many people still want 
to move up in higher ed and attain that gold standard, as if it is a gold standard. I 
think increasingly in higher ed it’s not. But the problem is, is if you hire 
somebody into a tenured professor line, tenure accruing line, and they obtain 
tenure in their particular area of research interest and expertise, and in terms of 
teaching. If that field starts to fade in its viability in the community, we still have 
a tenured professor who has that sort of skill set and orientation even though it 
may not be something, for lack of a better term, it’s not something that the 
districts are buying right now. So, I think that’s, there are real structural issues in 
higher ed that impede us from being nimble. And, unfortunately the systems are 
not changing to take that into consideration. 
 
When the dean was asked to explain in greater detail what he or she thought could 
replace the current system, the dean continued: 
I do think that people in higher ed need to have job security, but I also think that 
the role of the clinical professor is already blurred at some institutions between 
clinical and tenure accruing. I think that the extent that higher ed institutions can 
treat clinical faculty in the same way they treat tenure accruing faculty, but rather 
than having the job for life once you get your club membership, that you renew 
that every five years or every seven years. Then I think that it gives us the 
opportunity to move in other areas. You know it’s not like we have to change on 
the dime every six months, but we do have to be able to change every five years 
or over every decade. 
  
Additionally, the dean presented an argument that explains one barrier for a school of 
education to be responsive to the communities. 
A perfect example I would give is literacy. For many years there was a strong 
push to have literacy faculty because schools saw the advantage of having literacy 
coaches and literacy teachers in the school, the federal government initiatives 
under prior administrations around reading and literacy helped to bolster that and 
provide funding. As that funding dried up, what was happening more and more in 
real schools is that the literacy person was essentially acting as the assistant 
principal in the school. After a while, as those positions turned over, it was like 
“why am I hiring a literacy person to be the assistant principal when I can just 
have an assistant principal?” And so the emphasis now in teacher preparation is to 
be far more rigorous around the preparation, particularly around early childhood 
[…] in the areas of literacy. But, what do I do with all of my literacy faculty now? 
We’re not pumping out literacy teachers anymore.    
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So the question becomes, how do we both develop our own capacity to meet this 
need but don’t lock us into a lifelong requirement to have this person? And I don’t 
really have at my disposal any way to do that, except to bring in a clinical faculty 
member. Which in our university is a two-year proposition. It can be renewed, but 
the person always has to renew and at our university clinical faculty are not 
allowed on dissertation committees. They’re really not supposed to teach at the 
doctoral level. So they are really not, they really don’t have access to […] 
university generated research funds. So it really has created the poor stepchild 
position to the tenured and tenure accruing faculty.  
 
 This dean’s complete line of argumentation was presented to other deans in later 
interviews. Each dean began by acknowledging that it was an interesting point. However, 
they commented that while they were sympathetic to the argument and the implications 
for the school of education, that they either could not envision a future without tenure at 
their own institutions, and that more broadly they believed that tenure was too critical of 
a component to the higher education enterprise, in that it was the best safeguard of 
academic freedom that they could not envision a future that did not preserve tenure. For 
example, a dean from a private school of education on the west coast explained that he or 
she understood that it was a problem for some schools of education to be able to simply 
absorb those now less productive faculty members in potentially less important 
disciplines, however this dean believed that it was simply a necessary action needed to be 
taken by schools of education; absorbing the costs incurred by less productive faculty 
members was just a cost of “doing business.” Incidentally, this dean was also one of the 
deans that voiced strong support for maintaining the current tenure model into the future.   
 
Students  
 As noted above, deans spoke of future faculty as the central drivers of or barriers 
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to innovation in future schools of education. The deans spoke of the future students of 
future schools of education in several different ways. They spoke of future students 
predominantly as clients or as the primary recipients of future school of education 
services. This vision of the future is largely consistent with the present or traditional roles 
for students. However, there are several findings that emerged from the study concerning 
students that are worth noting.  
Although not explicitly discussed as sources of revenue, students were implicitly 
identified as sources of revenue. Deans spoke of “increasing enrollments” and ensuring 
that programs remain popular, in part because of revenue concerns. This was especially 
true for the institutions that were described as reliant on tuition revenue for their 
operations. In the previous presentation of findings regarding new programs, new 
revenue sources, and diversity, deans described the need and desire to recruit different 
students from populations from which they might not already recruit. Those statements 
were not made to suggest that revenue is the primary driving factor in seeking out new 
and different students, but financial sustainability of the institution is a concern.  
One dean provided a counter narrative to the narrative about students as recipients 
of services that was told by the majority of other deans in the study. A dean at a private 
school of education in the western United States disagreed with the statements that 
faculty are the central drivers of innovation at school of education of the future. Instead, 
this dean argued that, in the present as well as in the future, students are the drivers of 
innovation. This dean explained that students are the central connection between industry 
and the institution, and that “[students] are the ones that are teaming up with others in 
		
78 
different schools around the university in order to start new companies to bring 
innovations to the market.” This dean went on to explain that by going out and working 
in the education industry, they are responsible for relaying industry trends and 
developments back to the institution. Although other deans described students as critical, 
no other deans described the student role in quite the same way. 
 
Staff  
 There was little discussion of the administrative staff roles that will facilitate the 
operations of future schools of education. However, the administrative staff was 
mentioned as a part of the overall human capital team for future schools of education. 
When the administrative staff of future schools of education was discussed, a clear 
philosophy emerged from the discussions. Staffing positions were described as being 
service units for faculty members. For example, a dean at a public Midwestern university 
described the desire to find and hire instructional designers to work across academic 
programs in order to create new online degree programs. These staff members would 
work in service to faculty so that faculty would be able to continue to focus their time and 
effort on knowledge production and working with students.  
 
Summary of Human Capital 
In their narratives describing schools of education of the future, deans spoke of 
the roles that humans will play in those institutions. The primary roles of faculty, 
students, and administrative staff are largely consistent with the human capital structures 
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of current schools of education. Deans spoke of the importance of all of the humans 
involved in all aspects of the activities of the future schools of education, however there 
was more focus and clarity with regard to the role that faculty will play in future schools 
of education. In other words, deans described a human capital structure where the faculty 
remains the central feature.  
 
Values 
 The dimension of institutional values emerged gradually as an independent 
dimension during the data collection and analysis process, although evidence of 
institutional values was present from the very first interview. After a number of 
interviews, it became clear that deans were detailing narratives of the future for schools 
of education that were undergirded by a few similar types of institutional values. The 
values that many of the deans spoke about were largely related to equality of opportunity, 
diversity, and social justice. For example, a dean at a mid-Atlantic private school of 
education spoke about diversity as a value for the future of his institution 
I see an institution that has taken the idealization of diversity, not just in terms of 
teaching how important it is to future educators, but to actually practicing that in 
our own sphere. And I see an institution that has made it possible for an 
increasingly diverse, and there I mean intellectually, geographically, 
demographically, economically diverse population to benefit from the spectacular 
opportunities of higher education generally and in my school specifically. 
 
A dean at a northeastern religiously affiliated institution explained that his 
school’s institutional values were deeply internalized in the activities of the school. “We 
have a very strong orientation to equity, a very strong orientation to social justice, and 
that's, those orientations permeate across the school.” In other words, the internalized 
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values helped to create a distinct culture at his institution. That dean explained further: 
So I feel really fortunate [here], because if you come into the building the mission 
statement that's on the wall, it's actually on a plaque, so the metal plaque with the 
mission statement articulated there. In the last sentence of the mission statement 
says, that what were trying to do is enhance the human condition, expand the 
human imagination, and make the world more just. […] So for me, I'm lucky that 
I'm going into a place that already has faculty that kinda believe that that's what 
they're about, and there is this commitment to improving the world that goes with 
the […] history of the institution. […] But I think a lot of the faculty at [this 
school] have come to the institution and stayed there because they feel that 
commitment to the social mission of the whole place. So to me I feel as if I'm 
starting from a good position because I already have a group of people who our 
committed to something and it's a good thing and an inspiring thing. That's not 
you know institutions go through, ups and downs that different histories and 
different cultures. […] I feel committed good position because about a place that 
has a good sense of shared purpose, and if you know politically people get along 
well there, there's a sense of community there too. 
 
For this dean, that sense of community was created because of the values of the 
institution. He went on to compare the values of his present institution with the values of 
the elite private northeastern school of education that he had left only six months earlier. 
Anyway this is my observation having been at an elite place and now moving to a 
place that has this more communal sense. I mean I've been [here] now six months, 
and it's partly the [distinctive religious] history it's partly that as a religion, [this 
religion] emphasizes community; community is important. In the [this distinctive 
religious order, they] are interested in community that is something that they try 
to foster. [My previous institution] is dominated by [the culture of a top business 
school]. Which is committed to the notion that competition makes everything 
better. So the whole University feels very entrepreneurial and competitive. And 
[at my new institution], the whole institution is committed to a very different set 
of values. It's committed to some sense of community. It's committed to some 
sense of larger good of doing something that goes beyond yourself. And it's a 
religious idea, because it's a religious institution. But even for faculty who may 
not be religious it speaks to them. And I think they will stay [here] because they 
like that. But there are also counterexamples. There is a person who shall remain 
nameless. Who subsequently left because he was kind of use to the more 
entrepreneurial model, where if he did stuff, he brought stuff in, he would get lots 
of stuff for it. In a place it's more communal of course if you do well, people 
respect you and try to acknowledge it, but you can expect to just get lots of stuff 
for yourself at the expense of everyone else, whereas at a place all about 
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competition you would. If you're really successful and they weren't you would get 
stuff than they wouldn't. So the culture of the institution [here] is a little bit 
distinctive because of its religious origins.  
 
The values of this institution created a culture that was primed for collaboration. The 
values of his previous institution, values that helped to make it an incredibly successful 
place, did not foster a sense of community or collaboration, but instead extreme 
competition. 
 
And to me, what I'm describing is a really positive thing. […] When I was an 
interim Dean [at my former institution] I tried desperately to lead a process that 
would generate a shared Mission, a shared purpose for the institution […], and I 
couldn't do it because people were too divergent. […] They thought too highly of 
themselves in whatever field they were in and so it just wasn't possible. It wasn’t 
possible to get a couple of people to sit down and collaborate on one thing or 
another and share resources. […]  
 
 While most deans spoke about institutional values as a way for creating an 
inclusive environment, one dean warned that articulating very specific institutional values 
could potentially be divisive or discriminatory. A dean at a western private school of 
education cautioned that the values of an institution should be broad so as not to exclude 
or alienate faculty. He argued that, for example, “If the school of education decides to 
take a stance against neoliberalism, that position could be in direct opposition to the work 
of one of the faculty members going up for tenure.” Or, in other words, he explained that 
specific values, such as in the example above, could potentially violate broader 
institutional values like academic freedom. 
 In short, the deans in the study described, either explicitly or implicitly, in their 
narratives of the future that they believed that institutional values will undergird their 
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future institutions. They specifically discussed the values of diversity, academic freedom, 
and access; however these values should not be understood to be an exhaustive list. 
Lastly, the deans discussed the impact that those values can have on organizational 
culture and the ability of their institutions to innovate and meet the challenges and 
opportunities of the future. 
 
Value 
 The deans in the study spoke about the value of higher education, with regard to 
the public good and the private good that higher education generates, in multiple ways. 
There was little consensus concerning solutions to this issue, but there was widespread 
recognition of this as a problem that would need to be addressed for the future. One of the 
common ways in which they spoke about higher education value, with a few exceptions, 
was that higher education value is broadly under attack. A dean at a private mid-Atlantic 
school of education spoke about a paradox of higher education value.  
So among our challenges, as a sector, I think higher education is under the 
spotlight, under the microscope, under a lot of public scrutiny, frequently 
leading to very misguided and unsubstantiated claims. Nonetheless, the 
fact that higher education at least in some of the sector has become more 
expensive, the fact that we do have more students who leave school with 
debt then we use to, those are pretty safely true statements. But, what's 
missing from most of those claims, is the sense of proportion, and the 
reminder that the overwhelming majority of our students attend schools 
that are in fact, even if they’re a little bit more expensive than they used to 
be, basically affordable. That the time it takes for the average student to 
pay back a student loan is less than the time it takes for a person to pay 
back either a car loan or a home mortgage. And that on the plus side, the 
advantages of a college education, and a graduate education are, there is 
abundant evidence of how much that matters in terms of earnings potential 
and earnings reality. 
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 A dean at a private school of education in the northeast agreed with the notion 
that higher education is broadly under attack for both the private and public good that is 
generated. She also agreed that broadly speaking this was a problem of not controlling 
the public narrative about higher education. In other words, that communicating the value 
that her institution and other education institutions generate for both the private and 
public good was not a message that was being successfully communicated. She or he 
explained that:  
In a recent poll, 70% of Americans stated that they did not think higher Ed was 
worth the investment. And that's worth the investment either for the civic good or 
the private good. Though my sense is that what's driving it is probably the private 
good. I can make a lot of money and I don't need to spend a lot of money on this. 
So, what I think is missing is, first of all I think that higher Ed is in trouble, 
because particularly with the rhetoric, the presidential rhetoric, from in some 
instances, even though I think he was trying to change things around, some of 
Obama's rhetoric as well as certainly Trumps rhetoric, is this is a commodity. And 
you should make sure you're getting what you pay for. And yet, so many benefits 
of higher education, to ensure there is an educated citizenry, and to ensure that 
people actually have the skills that the marketplace want, that is able to analyze 
and synthesize, able to work with a group, able to be visionary and think beyond 
the scope of immediate possibilities. These are things that people learn, or should 
learn in higher education. And because everything is, well if I do this course of 
the community college, then I can be a plumber and make this much an hour. Or I 
can go be a hedge fund manager in New York, I could have gone ahead and been 
a hedge fund manager and made millions of dollars and I never even needed to go 
to business school. I think those are very shallow, short-term responses, and I 
think that their easy responses to be made when first of all you suffered through a 
significant recession in this country where even though you had a college degree, 
it did not, you still lost your job personally, but they don't look at it proportionally 
compared to those who lost their jobs people without a college degree. And then I 
also think that there is now sort of this idea of the government's gonna take care 
of me. I'm gonna get jobs because the government is going to get me a job, rather 
than my own ability to get a job. Trump can bring all these jobs back for very low 
skilled laborers. You know, maybe he will. I don't know. But I think it's created, a 
different kind of mindset. For me I think there is a real crisis out there in the 
public versus private good issue. But I think it's because, people in general are not 
seeing the benefit of higher education at all, for either the public or the private. A 
part of it is because it is very hard to place a value on the public good of 
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education, and the private good is not panning out in the way that people had 
thought it would. Because of the recession and the recovery.  
 
While both of those deans focused on identifying the problem that the perception 
of the value of higher education is a significant challenge that would need to be addressed 
for the future, they and others largely focused their solutions on creating quicker 
pathways through degree programs and more explicit communication of the value of 
higher education to potential students and the public at large, when they were able to 
offer potential solutions at all. 
However, one dean at a public school of education in the Midwest explained that 
he viewed the root cause of both of the attacks on the public good and the private good of 
education as originating from higher education’s “cost problem”. He identified this 
problem and proposed that attacks on the public and the private good of higher education 
broadly, but schools of education specifically, were directly related to the issue of college 
affordability. He argued that “if you solve the problem of affordability, you’ve solved the 
problem of value.” If the higher education institutions of the future could figure out how 
to reduce costs, there would not be an issue regarding the public or private value of 
higher education. 
 
Summary 
This chapter presented and described the theory of school of education futures that 
that emerged from an exploration of the visions of the future that leaders of the top fifty-
ranked schools of education in the United States have for their respective institutions. As 
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previously noted, the vision of the future that emerged was one that was characterized by 
the key constructs of change and adaptation. The deans of schools of education spoke of 
the need for their institutions to change in deliberate ways. What emerged was the picture 
of a school of education that would change by its very design; in other words, an 
institution that is organized to understand its environment, shape its environment, and be 
shaped by it, emerged from the data. The school of education deans described an 
institution that engages in specific organizational Activities. These activities include the 
acts of critique or deconstruction, creation or construction, education, and 
communication. The school of education deans described an institution that is, by its 
Design, is embedded, engaged, diverse, sustainable, and governed by a system that is in a 
constant tension between distribution and centralization of authority. It is an institution 
that will still consider its Human Capital consisting of faculty, students, and staff as the 
source of sustainable innovation and stability. It is an institution that is undergirded by 
certain Values, some distinct to the individual institution with others more broadly 
universal. Lastly, the institution that emerged is one that is clear about its Value 
proposition; it is articulate about the public good it generates at the local, state, regional, 
federal, and international levels, and it is articulate about the private good it generates for 
individuals. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION	
 
The final chapter in this study is designed to engage with the findings presented in 
chapter four that emerged from the methods presented in chapter three and thread them 
back into the broader intellectual and practitioner contexts. In order to achieve this 
objective, this chapter is divided into four separate sections. First, a summary of the study 
is presented that is intended to address the degree to which the research question driving 
the study, what are the futures that school of education deans envision for their 
institutions? was successfully answered. Following the summary a discussion will be 
presented that weaves together some of the major findings of the study presented in 
chapter four back into some of the broader intellectual and practitioner contexts as 
evidenced by the extant literature. The goal is not to address each and every finding, but 
instead is to address several of the relationships of some of the major findings and how 
they are supported or contradicted by the findings in the extant body of knowledge. Once 
a discussion of the findings and extant knowledge has been delivered, a detailed 
discussion of some of the limitations of the study will be presented. Lastly, chapter five 
will conclude with a final discussion regarding this study and its implications for research 
and practice. The primary thrust of that discussion is the identification of additional 
opportunities for further research and the application of present findings for higher 
education leadership broadly and school of education leadership, specifically. 
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Summary of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore the various futures that deans at top 
institutions in the United States envisioned for their schools of education. The conceptual 
foundations for the study were primarily based on an understanding of a higher education 
system that is currently experiencing various challenges to its traditional structures, 
processes, values, and value, that during periods of change visions of the future are a 
critical component to organizational leadership, and that the future is a social 
construction and deans of schools of education are in a position of privilege with access 
to the everyday understanding of current threats and opportunities to their particular 
institutions and the communities that they serve. The combination of this socio-technical 
futures perspective, the complexity and scope of issues surrounding higher education 
futures, and the simple fact that the future cannot be studied in the way that the present or 
past can, led to the selection of a flexible grounded theory methodology for the purposes 
of exploring the opinions of expert participants with regard to their visions of possible 
school of education futures. 
The researcher identified the top fifty schools of education in the United States in 
2016, segmented those schools into strata of institutions ranked 1–10, 11–20, 21–30, 31–
40, and 41–50, and then identified and selected ten institutions from each of those strata 
that sought equal representation from public and private institutions and preserved a 
geographic distribution. The deans of those institutions were contacted and then 
interviewed to collect rich descriptive data that detailed their visions of school of 
education futures. The interviews were conducted, transcribed, analyzed for themes, and 
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allowed for a theory to emerge. The emergent theory was then introduced in the next 
interview and the process of data collection, transcription, analysis, and theory 
construction was repeated until theoretical saturation was reached.  
An open-ended interview format was utilized that roughly followed the interview 
protocol outlined previously and found in Appendix C. Each interview introduced new 
data points that were analyzed and shaped the emerging theory. The protocol followed 
allowed for direct questioning of various elements of the emergent theory to the 
following participants to either clarify or contradict the points raised in the preceding 
interviews. This method of presenting the emergent theory for confirmation or correction 
encouraged participants to engage with the issues and ideas that their peers discussed. 
The result was a socially constructed theory that had achieved theoretical data saturation. 
The theory that emerged from the data collection and analysis process detailed a 
vision of future schools of education that is organized around an assumption of 
continuous change and a human centered orientation. It is a vision of a future school of 
education that is always in process. From this assumption of change and human centered 
orientation, deans told a narrative of an adaptive school of education. The adaptive school 
of education became the dominant conceptual structure under which the other themes that 
emerged during the study were organized. The deans described an adaptive future 
institution that would continuously change itself to be better suited for new 
environmental contexts that would also continuously change. This adaptive school of 
education would engage in the activities of critique, creation, education, and 
communication. They described an organization that it is designed to be embedded, 
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engaged, diverse, financially sustainable, and governed through a flexible federalist 
governance structure. They detailed an institution undergirded by the basic fundamental 
values of diversity, academic freedom, and equality. Lastly, these future institutions were 
described as being certain with regard to the public and private value that their activities, 
design, and values would generate for the various stakeholders to their institutions. 
The metaphor of adaptation emerged early in the data collection and analysis 
process and was confirmed by deans repeatedly throughout the remaining interviews. 
Adaptation suggests the viewpoint that environmental factors have changed and that an 
organism, in this case an organization, must change itself to be become well-adapted to 
the environment once again. Ultimately, this metaphor of adaptation became the 
dominant theme that formed the overarching framework for the findings that emerged 
from the study. This framework will be addressed first in the discussion below. 
 
Discussion 
 The theoretical framework for understanding the futures that deans envision for 
schools of education, Adaptive School of Education, helps to promote the view that the 
present view of the future will be a process of continuous change. This view of 
continuous change or adaptation is found in much of the organizational change 
management literature. A presentation of some of the key themes that the organizational 
change literature address will be made below. Additionally, there is a subset of the 
organizational change literature that also uses the metaphor of adaptation. Some of the 
research from this sub-domain will also be discussed.  
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 The Adaptive School of Education theory also helps to promote the idea that the 
future that deans of schools of education envision for their institutions is one that is 
human-centric by design. That is, future schools of education, as institutions, will be 
focused on all aspects of human growth, development, and learning regardless of where 
that growth, development, and learning might occur. Their descriptions of a focus on the 
human populations that they are looking to serve, and the focus on their own human 
capital, is what will drive or block innovation, is reminiscent of the design theory or 
design thinking frameworks. A discussion of some of the literature on design theory and 
design thinking will be presented as it relates to the findings from the study. 
 
Organizational Adaptation 
 The narrative that deans told about the future for their institutions is one that 
could be characterized as that of adaptation. Adaptation is defined as being a change or 
process by which an organism or species becomes better suited to its environment 
(Oxford, 2017). This metaphor of adaptation was one that deans used to describe both 
their imperative for change and the ways in which they must change their institutions. 
With regard to the imperative for change, the deans detailed the “environmental” changes 
that have occurred during their academic and administrative careers. They detailed how 
these environmental changes have now resulted in their institutions, which were 
previously well adapted to their environment, being maladapted to the new environment. 
Therefore, as one dean put it, they have three options: they can leave the environment 
they’re in and find a new one (migrate), die, or adapt to the new environment. All of the 
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deans stressed the need to adapt to a continually changing environment. 
 The environments that the deans described varied to some degree based on where 
in the United States they were located and whether they were a public institution or a 
private institution. However, they generally detailed policy environments that were 
uncertain at the state and federal levels. They generally described uneasiness about the 
student demand for their existing programs, even if their present programs were strong. 
Additionally, they described the need to make their organizations more sensitive to the 
changes in the environment through research and closer relationships with the 
communities of interest. And they described the need to make their organizations more 
responsive to the changes that they detected by being more sensitive to the changes. 
Additionally, no dean described a future state of the “environment” where their 
institution would no longer need to be in the continuous business of change. 
 The literature is filled with examples of organizational change frameworks that 
focus on the process of evolving established organizations to become better adapted to 
their environment. For example, Kotter (2012) presents an eight-step process for 
researching and implementing organizational change. The first step in the framework is 
for leaders to create a sense of urgency. With the exception of one dean, all deans in this 
study described a sense of urgency for their institutions to adopt some or all of the 
changes that they envisioned. Second, leaders build a guiding coalition.  Third, leaders 
form a strategic vision and initiatives. This is a formal process that details what the future 
they envision looks like and then they detail the various initiatives that drive the 
organization towards achieving that vision. Fourth, leaders enlist a volunteer army. Fifth, 
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the leaders work to enable action by removing barriers to change. Sixth, they generate 
short-term wins. Seventh, they work to ensure that they sustain the acceleration towards 
change that was started. Lastly, the leader must institute change bringing it within the 
larger organization.  
 Other frameworks that present how to create and implement organizational 
change present similar steps and address similar issues with regard to ensuring that 
change continues (Jacobs, van Witteloostujin, & Christe-Zeyse, 2012). Kotter’s 
framework is applicable to these findings because it depicts is an organization that is 
sensitive to the environmental context, focuses on the importance of creating a vision of 
the future, stresses the importance of the human capital organization as the primary driver 
of that change, and then the need to then institute the change back into the regular 
business of the organization. This is a never-ending process of adaptation, and this is in 
fact the overall vision of the future that emerged from the findings of this study. 
 Lastly, regarding the idea of continuous organizational adaptation, there is a 
tendency for organizations to trend from being nimble to being rigid over time (Burke, 
Lake, Waymire Paine, 2009; Kotter, 2012; Sull, 1999). American higher education was 
not built for the short term. Instead, higher education was organized for operational 
stability over the long term. There are benefits for institutions to have a long view of their 
operational existence. However, during periods of significant change, it becomes harder 
for those institutions to make changes that might be critical to institutional survival. 
Consequently, it is critical for institutions that are built for long term sustainability to be 
able to both make change and incorporate those changes into the broad stable institutional 
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structure. This increases the importance for the consideration of creating structures that 
both allow for organizational stability but also allow for continued adaptation in 
activities. This flexibility and stability was perhaps the most important component of the 
Adaptive School of Education framework.  
 
For Humans by Design  
 One of the most prominent themes discussed throughout the study was the idea 
and value of a human-centric organization. In other words, as presented in chapter four, 
deans discussed a school of education that was designed by humans for humans. While 
this observation might appear on face value to be so obvious that it is not worth noting, I 
believe it is perhaps the most significant finding from the study. We have experienced a 
design revolution over the last thirty years. In his work, Norman (2013) detailed what, at 
the time, was the beginning of a human centered design revolution in architecture, 
product design, user experience design, and more. He chronicled how many of the 
products, buildings, spaces, and computer software was designed by expert engineers or 
architects who had other considerations beyond how the end-user experienced them. He 
is largely credited with initiating or accelerating the movement towards the focus on 
designing with the user in mind. User-experience and user-interaction design are now 
roles that are filled at virtually every technology oriented company. And the deans 
suggest that this human centric, or user centric, design orientation will be central to the 
activities, design, values, and value of schools of education of the future. 
 Design thinking is a theoretical perspective and set of tools and procedures for 
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constructing products and experiences that are designed with the end-user at its focus 
(Lockwood, 2010; Martin, 2013; Rowe, 1991). However, the design is more than simply 
having a utilitarian focus, although that too is a focus. A design-centered organization 
transcends design as a specific role, and instead incorporates a common set of principles 
to all people who help to bring new products to life. This common set of principles are to 
focus on users’ experiences, create models to examine complex problems, use prototypes 
to explore potential solutions, tolerate failure, and exhibit “thoughtful restraint” 
(Ambrose & Harris, 2017; Brenner & Uebernickel, 2016; Luchs, Swan, & Griffin, 2015).  
 Design thinking places a focus on how the users, or in the case of schools, 
students experience or interact with a product or service. The implications of this type of 
singular focus for schools of education of the future means that products and services will 
be created that serve the specific target end-user. The focus on creating and delivering the 
best possible experience for the targeted end-user. A simple example of this type of 
thinking comes directly from the narrative around the idea of embedding schools of 
education within the communities and contexts of interest and developing programming 
that specifically serves the needs of that community. The dean of a public school of 
education in the mid-Atlantic created a new doctorate of education program in leadership 
and policy tailored to meet the needs of a specific school district. Most decisions 
regarding the development of the new program were made in order to meet the needs of 
those identified end-users. 
 A second step in the design-thinking process is creating models in order to 
examine complex problems. This idea of developing models to examine complex 
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problems was specifically discussed by the dean of a public institution in the western 
United States. She or he described how the schools of education of the future would work 
on complex interdisciplinary problems, that are targeted at specific end-users, and create 
models that are more detailed in their explication of the problems than an individual 
within the confines of one domain could create on his or her own. Specifically, the dean 
spoke of the generation of a new model for the research and delivery of teacher training 
and affiliated services within the target school districts that they hoped to affect change. 
 The next component of the design-thinking framework is to develop and use 
prototypes in order to explore potential solutions. Prototyping new programs and 
educational products in order to uncover what works was an issue raised by several of the 
deans. However, a dean in a southern public school of education specifically spoke of 
how her school would begin to become more involved in prototyping educational 
technology products with the newly created school of entrepreneurship on her campus. 
The benefits of prototyping products or programs include the minimizing of risk; that is, 
minimizing the amount of resources expended on an idea that might not be successful. 
Additionally it also increases the ability to collect data about how individuals interact 
with a product or service. This provides the opportunity to test assumptions and adjust the 
details of a product or service, better aligning it with users in the real world. 
 The creation of new products or services within a design-thinking framework 
requires the toleration of failure. Tolerating failure was mentioned by several of the deans 
in the study, however the topic was not discussed in detail. There are questions about 
how an organization that focuses on teaching, learning, and research can embrace the 
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concept of failure, especially when the stakes are considered so high, that need to be 
addressed. In particular, as schools of education begin to participate more in the creation 
of new programs, work with entrepreneurs in the development of new products, there 
should be an expectation that many of the new activities that are attempted will fail. How 
does a school of education manage these failures? What are the ethical implications of 
failed programs or products when students are involved? In other words, on this point of 
failure, I offer more questions than solutions. However, if schools of education begin to 
embrace design thinking as a model, they will need to address the issue of failure. 
 The final component of the design-thinking framework is the idea of purposive or 
thoughtful restraint. The thinking behind this component of the framework can be 
described by the adage, “sometimes less is more”. In other words, deciding not to do 
something can greatly increase organizational, program, or product experience and 
effectiveness. A dean at a private school of education on the west coast spoke about this 
concept in various ways. The dean described how she or he was currently engaged in the 
process of determining how the school could better partner with the technology industry 
on issues related to education. She or he said that it was not certain what the approach of 
the institution should be. However, the dean described how the institution had turned 
down a number of opportunities in the previous months that the dean believed would 
have led the institution to engage with that industry in an unfocused manner and in ways 
that did not align with the goals of the institution. In that example, the decision was made 
not to engage in a partnership with an organization. However, the decision in the future 
for schools of education could be with regard to the design of programs or products and 
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the intentional omission of features or of specific subpopulations of students because they 
lie outside of the focus of the program or product. 
 The literature also discusses some of the challenges that are involved with a re-
orientation to a design centric or design thinking orientation. Organizations, and 
individuals, need to accept ambiguity, embrace risk-taking, and reset expectations 
(Norman, 2013). These can be difficult for established organizations where these values 
are not already embedded in the culture. A discussion of issues associated with 
organizational change was presented above. However, what simply should be noted here 
is that the adoption of a design-thinking framework for an organization raises a number 
of organizational change or adaptation issues.  
A final topic to note with regard to this topic of design thinking frameworks and 
the human-centric design revolution that continues to emerge, raises some particularly 
interesting questions for education programs broadly, and schools of education 
specifically. If the future of schools of education is to follow design thinking frameworks 
and employ teams of experts that focus on creating beautiful technology interfaces, 
educational programs that are individualized for a specific student, and experiences that 
mask highly complex systems with elegant design that facilitates ease of use, what are the 
implications for students? What happens to individuals when their world is designed for 
them to enjoy? Is this highly individualized world of learning, indeed creation of an 
individualized reality, good for the individual? Is it good for society? Here again, I offer 
no solutions. I only raise the questions. These questions are perhaps no different in kind 
from the ones that philosophers, educators, and parents have asked for centuries about the 
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future and the growth and development of the next generation of youth. However, they 
are questions that education leaders should continue to ask. 
 
Limitations 
 This study has several limitations. First, the participants in the study were all 
deans at top fifty ranked schools of education in the United States. Although many of the 
findings might resonate with deans of other academic and administrative units within top 
universities, the findings are limited to schools of education. Additionally, because the 
deans were from top ranked schools of education, the findings can only be generalized 
beyond this population of top ranked institutions with caution. The problems and 
opportunities that are open to top institutions are potentially different in kind and scope 
from institutions with lower rankings. This does not mean that lower ranking schools will 
not find parts of the school of education futures framework interesting or applicable. 
There is simply reason to believe that their experience of particular problems and 
opportunities could lead to a different vision of the future. 
 A second limitation of the study concerns the depth of detail with regard to the 
dimensions of the framework. This study developed a framework that captures the 
breadth of expert opinion with regard to the future of schools of education. The breadth 
of the framework was achieved in part at the expense of great depth of detail. For 
example, interviews with deans were wide ranging, and while each interview did explore 
several topics in detail, the focus was on the sketching out their visions of the schools of 
education of the future, not focusing on the details of one particular component of that 
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vision. As will be discussed in the next section, each of the dimensions and sub-
dimensions of the framework provide the opportunity for further study. However, what 
should simply be noted is that focusing on developing the framework broadly did result 
in sacrificing deeper discovery within some of the dimensions of the theory. 
 The final two limitations that are discussed here stem from the structure of 
grounded theory methods. It is important to note that during the process of completing 
this study, a number of decisions were made that impacted the development of the 
resulting theory of school of education futures. There were several potentially interesting 
topics that emerged during data collection that were subsequently excluded from the 
emergent theory because they were determined to be too far removed from answering the 
research question driving the exploratory inquiry. For example, topics related to issues 
such as leadership during crises, managing organizational dysfunction, navigating 
intrapreneurial failure in a higher education setting, restructuring the K–12 work 
environment, building trust with constituencies, and the diversity of backgrounds of 
deans of schools of education are just a small sample of the potentially interesting topics 
mentioned by the participants that were determined to be too far removed from the 
central guiding question. All of these topics, and others, were potentially significant 
strands of information that were worthy of further exploration and could have been 
pursued. However, I made the decision that they were less central to providing an answer 
to the research question driving the study, while other strands of information were more 
central and consequently pursued. Each of these decisions could have changed the 
resulting grounded theory. 
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 Lastly, it is also important to note my relationship to the phenomena upon which 
this study focused. My work as a higher education analyst and consultant to schools of 
education around the United States exposed me to particular narratives, problems, and 
opportunities that faced particular schools of education. Although I made attempts to 
make myself aware of my own biases that I had prior to the study and approach the 
exploration of the area of inquiry from an open perspective, there is the potential that 
someone who had not engaged in years of work with schools of education broadly and 
deans of schools of education specifically would have followed different directions 
during the study and concluded with a different theory of school of education futures. 
 
Implications for Research and Practice 
 The findings of this research suggest that deans presently envision schools of 
education in the future that are adaptable to the continuous changes that will occur in the 
communities that they serve. Another way of stating this is that deans envision a future 
school of education that is always in process of becoming. These findings create a variety 
of implications for both research and practice. Additional research that explores the 
numerous phenomena around schools of education broadly and school of education 
futures specifically is needed. This is an area of higher education research that has 
received little attention from researchers and practitioners; research that specifically 
addresses the unique challenges and opportunities that face schools of education. 
Grounded theory methods provide the opportunity to gain rich descriptive data from 
various different participant perspectives. This study demonstrated the potential value of 
		
101 
grounded theory methods to generate futures theories around highly speculative topics or 
exploratory questions that could benefit from rich or thick qualitative data and that could 
be used to inform organizational strategy. Futures studies have indeed employed 
constructivist methodologies to research organizational futures previously (citation), 
indeed they have even been utilized to study university futures (citations), however, even 
as some futures researchers have noted, the grounded theory methodologies could use 
some strengthening and indeed use some more attention from researchers.  
 New research in this area of school of education futures studies could focus on 
strengthening the adaptive school of education theory that emerged in this study, or it 
could focus on generating new theories of school of education futures. If the new 
research were to focus on further developing the adaptive school of education framework 
that emerged during this study, each dimension of the framework could be explored in 
greater depth in order to better understand the contours of each dimension and sub-
dimension. Additionally, further data collection could reveal new dimensions or 
relationships between dimensions that were left unrealized. If the focus of the new 
research would be generating new theories of school of education futures, there is the 
potential to challenge the findings of this study by developing new theories of school of 
education futures that might include the perspectives of other stakeholders to schools of 
education, such as school of education faculty, students, alumni, etc. 
For developing studies with the purpose of strengthening the existing theoretical 
framework, there are several dimensions that could be addressed. First, the role of faculty 
in future schools of education is a dimension that could be addressed much further; 
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specifically, the issues surrounding the future labor model for various types of 
institutions. The question of faculty and tenure was raised as a concern for some deans, 
and there were a few visions of the future of tenure that were discussed, however, the 
topic itself is complex, unclear, politically charged, and strikes at the heart of some of the 
core foundational academic principles. A study that addresses this sub-domain of the 
theoretical framework would greatly contribute to both scholarship and higher education 
practice.  
Another area of study that would significantly strengthen the theoretical 
framework is within the sub-dimension of diversity. The topic of diversity was discussed 
by the deans of this study in several different ways, as noted in chapter four. However, 
the discussion of diversity was necessarily shallow for the purposes of this study. 
Research that focuses specifically on school of education or higher education futures and 
diversity would contribute greatly to the further development of the theoretical 
framework. 
 Another area of the framework that would greatly benefit from the attention of 
additional scholarship is related to the issue of institutional values. What emerged in the 
study was that school of education deans implicitly spoke about the values of their 
academic institutions and sometimes explicitly addressed some of those values as well. 
The dimension of the framework that is values would greatly benefit from a study that 
generates grounded theory with regard to the issue of institutional values. I believe that 
there is a lot more to be understood about the institutional values of schools of education 
and their relationship to the visions of possible futures. 
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 The issue of the future of academic governance unexpectedly emerged as a 
dominant theme in a number of the interviews with deans. It raised a number of questions 
that were related to changing demographics, authoritarianism versus democracy, and 
number of other interesting questions that fell outside of the scope of this study. This 
framework, and higher education scholarship more broadly, would benefit greatly from a 
closer look at what higher education experts believe the future of academic governance 
will be. The conclusions that were reached in this study centered on an institution that 
will forever be engaged in a constant balancing act between centralization and 
decentralization. It would be interesting and important to investigate further to better 
understand if this sentiment is more broadly shared, if there are differences in democratic 
beliefs or understandings between younger and older faculty, and what role, if any, labor 
models might play in influencing governance structures. 
Lastly, the issue of college costs were raised during the interviews but were not 
explored in great detail. As noted in chapter four, in the final interview that was 
conducted for this study, the dean of a Midwestern public school of education said that 
college costs were one of the greatest challenges facing the higher education system, as 
well as being directly tied to many of the problems with the perceptions of value, public 
and private. That is the opinion of one dean, however, it raises larger questions about the 
financial model of higher education broadly and schools of education specifically. 
Grounded theory studies that specifically construct potential futures around the areas of 
higher education tuition, fees, and financing would not only greatly benefit the further 
development of this framework, but would be a tremendous contribution to the fields of 
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inquiry and practice. 
In summary, understanding the visions of the future that school of education 
deans have for their institutions tells us a lot about the present state of the future. In other 
words, the narratives that deans provided tell us where they believe the current challenges 
and opportunities are for schools of education. Additionally, during periods of great and 
constant change, leaders need to have visions of the future that they want to lead their 
organizations toward and then they need to be able to communicate those visions to 
others. This study produced the present vision of the socially constructed future that 
many deans of schools of education are attempting to lead their institutions toward. The 
theory of the Adaptive School of Education tells the narrative of an institution that is in 
the business of constant change. With a human-centric approach, it is designed to change 
to continuously changing contextual factors, factors that it itself will help to impact. Its 
human capital will be diverse across multiple dimensions and they will be greatest 
determinants of its success; they will either drive the institution forward through 
innovations or hold the institution back. Financial sustainability will be a consideration of 
all activities, although it will not be the sole consideration in any decision making 
process. These activities will continue to include the critique of research, programs, 
policies, and products, the education of students via various old and new learning 
modalities, the communication of various messages to various constituencies, but it will 
also increasingly include the creation of new educational products. The futures that deans 
described is one where schools of education are centers of research and learning on 
everything related to the issues of human growth, development, and learning regardless 
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of the setting, technology, subject, or profession. Expressed another way, the deans 
described the schools of education of the future as the centers for human advocacy in an 
emergent machine automated age.	
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Informed Consent  
Joseph A. Doiron 
Boston University 
School of Education 
Ed.D. Candidate in Leadership & Policy 
xxx@bu.edu 
XXX-XXX-XXXX 
 
Advisor: 
Hardin Coleman, PhD 
Boston University 
School of Education 
xxx@bu.edu 
 
You have been invited to participate in a research study examining how Deans of Schools 
of Education envision the future of higher education. This study will involve interviewing 
Deans of Schools of Education during the period of Fall 2016 to Spring 2017.  
Purpose  
This dissertation study is aimed at understanding how experts envision future possibilities 
for higher education. The topics that the study will explore include technology, policy, 
pedagogy, organizational structures, and other factors related to your vision of the higher 
education future.  
Participation  
Your participation in the study will involve completing an interview about your vision of 
the future of higher education. The interview is expected to take one hour and will be 
audio recorded for later analysis. Your participation in this study is voluntary.  
Risk & Confidentiality  
The main risk in this study is a potential breach of confidentiality. Efforts will be made to 
ensure that confidentiality is maintained by assigning a unique ID to each participant. All 
of your study materials will use this ID, not your name. In addition, we will ask you not 
to use your name, your school’s name, or other similar types of identifiers. You will be 
described only as the Dean of a School of Education that is ranked in the top 50 as 
reported in the 2016 US News & World Report. You may choose to leave the study at any 
time. You may also request that any data collected from you not be reported in the results 
of the study.  
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Benefits  
There are no direct benefits to participants from this research. This research seeks to 
make an impact on understanding the future of higher education. The information that 
you provide through your participation in this study will help us to better understand what 
is possible, a prerequisite for then understanding how to create those futures.  
This research study is being conducted by Joe Doiron, a doctoral student from Boston 
University, and can be reached at xxx@bu.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX. You may also 
contact his advisor, Dr. Hardin Coleman at xxx@bu.edu or XXX-XXX-XXX. If any of 
the statements or words in this form are unclear, please let us know. If you have any 
questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us.  
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to speak with 
someone independent of the research team, you may contact the Boston University IRB 
directly at XXX-XXX-XXXX.  
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B-1 Institutional Review Board Approval 
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B-2 Institutional Review Board Clarification Approval 
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Interview Protocol  
Institution: Interviewee (Title and Name):  
 
Background  
 
I hoped we could first talk a little bit about your background.  
 
How long have you been Dean at [school name]? Have you served elsewhere as a Dean 
or Associate Dean? If so, where and for how long?  
 
What was your career path to become Dean? What was your area of expertise? What led 
you to pursue a leadership position?  
 
Present Oriented Questions  
 
Could you describe for me some of the greatest challenges and opportunities that 
currently face your school of education?  
 
Future Oriented Questions  
 
I’d like to switch the focus now, and ask you to think about the future of [school name].  
I’d like you to specifically think about the year 2030.  
 
What has happened to [school name] during those fourteen years? In other words, what 
major challenges has [school name] faced? What major opportunities has [school name] 
taken advantage of?  
 
How do you envision the student experience in 2030? Please describe a day of learning 
for [school name]’s future students.  
 
What do they study? How do they study? What are the roles for which they are preparing 
?  
 
How do you envision the faculty work experience in 2030? Please describe a day of work 
for a future faculty member at [school name].  
 
What does their job entail? How do they work? What will be expected of faculty 
members in 2030 at [school name]?  
 
How do you envision the administrative work experience in 2030? Please describe a day 
of work for a future administrator at [school name].  
 
What does their job entail?  
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How do they work? What will be expected of the administrators in 2030?  
 
Is there anything else about the future of your school, and/or schools of education in 
general, that you think will be important in 2030 that we have not addressed?  
 
[Insert concluding script here – Thank you!]
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